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 People form many different types of relationships at work. These relationships 
are important because they provide access to resources that facilitate the work. 
Organizational scholars, managers and other employees have long recognized the 
value of such relationships and the social capital derived from them. However, recent 
research on workplace bullying, incivility, and other negative behaviours suggests that 
negative relationships are often present in the workplace. Given that relationships are 
important because they facilitate access to resources, negative relationships are 
equally, if not more, important than positive relationships because they prevent access 
to resources that are needed to complete work. 
Relative to what we know about positive relationship dynamics, there is a 
dearth of research on negative relationships at work. The studies that have been 
published have a piecemeal quality, as there has been little consistency across studies 
in approaches to conceptualizing and measuring such relationships. My dissertation 
seeks to address this issue by building a grounded understanding of negative 
relationships and thus providing a firmer foundation for scholarship in this area. 
Following in the footsteps of researchers who have done pioneering work to 
understand nebulous concepts in other domains of social psychology, I adopted the 
prototype methodology for my research. Results from the four studies I present 
suggest that negative relationships cannot be easily defined by a single statement. 
Rather, they have multiple characteristics and can be best defined by a prototypical 
example. To put our understanding of negative relationships in perspective, I have 
also applied this methodology to the study of positive relationships. Results also 
suggest that positive relationships exhibit a prototype structure. The templates of 




insights into the composition of negative and positive work relationships, and 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 Employees in organizations are connected by various forms of task and social 
relationships, and the scope and quality of these relationships with others define each 
person’s ‘social’ or ‘relational capital’ (Blatt, 2009; Bolino, Turnley, & Bloodgood, 
2002; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). Network scholars and practitioners have often viewed 
these relationships as important because they provide employees with access to 
resources such as information, advice, and support, enabling them to perform their 
tasks and navigate the social aspect of work. 
 Early social exchange theorists and network researchers maintained that 
relationships have both positive and negative aspects (e.g. Homans, 1961; Tagiuri, 
1958; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; White, 1961). In spite of this, management scholars 
have tended to focus on positive relationships alone. This is evidenced by the large 
body of work on leader-member exchange (LMX) theory, trust, and the recent interest 
in positive psychology. For instance, while LMX theory brings into focus the 
potential for out-group as well as in-group relations to form, the emphasis in this 
literature has been on the development of in-group relations. Social network scholars 
have also followed in this positive tradition and spent more time investigating positive 
relationships, and even neutral relationships, rather than negative ones (Labianca & 
Brass, 2006). 
 In light of the visible imbalance that exists within the literature on workplace 
social relations, Labianca and Brass (2006) called for a balancing of the “social 
ledger,” arguing that negative relationships likely have greater impact on task-related 
and socio-emotional outcomes than do positive relationships. Indeed, although 
research on negative relationships is just emerging in the organization sciences, 




negative interactions have greater impact on a range of physiological, affective, 
cognitive, and behavioural outcomes than do positive events and interactions (see 
Taylor, 1991 for a review, Thoits, 1983). Researchers have also found that people in 
general give greater weight to negative information than positive information in what 
they term the negativity bias (Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999; Ito, Larsen, Smith, & 
Cacioppo, 1998). This finding parallels the premise of prospect theory that losses 
loom larger than gains (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).  Not surprisingly, 
organizational researchers have found that negative relationships are more likely than 
positive relationships to lead to intentions to quit (Moerbeek, 2001) and result in low 
performance ratings (Xia, Yuan, & Gay, 2009). Furthermore, while negative 
relationships may be associated with an intention to quit, exit may not always be an 
option, especially during times of uncertainty and change. 
 
Motivation for the Study 
 Negative relationships are generally a low-base rate phenomenon, comprising 
approximately 2 to 22 per cent of an individual’s relationships at work (Chua, Ingram, 
& Morris, 2008; Labianca, Brass, & Gray, 1998; Venkataramani, 2008). Despite their 
low frequency, relative to positive and neutral relationships, we do know that negative 
relationships are most certainly not absent and their effects are far-reaching. The 
termination of relationships that are negative may even be a possible reason for the 
small percentage of negative relationships as compared to the other relationships that 
we have. 
 While organizational psychologists are giving increased attention to negative 
relationships (Labianca & Brass, 2006; Labianca, Brass, & Gray, 1998; Wiseman & 




cumulative manner. Firstly, negative relationships are not well-conceptualized by 
scholars. This is reflected in the diversity of terms that scholars use to describe and 
define negative relationships. As shown in Table 1, the scope of labels ascribed to 
negative relationships—including enemy, foe, adversary, rival, negative relationship, 
negative ties—is broad. These terms may describe negative relationships but they are 
qualitatively different. Table 1 also provides definitions for these constructs. For 
example, whereas Labianca and Brass (2006: 602) define negative relationships as an 
“enduring, recurring set of negative judgments, feelings, and behavioural intentions 
toward another,” Wiseman and Duck (1995: 44) define “enemies” as “a kind of 
relationship in which negative feelings and actions are part and parcel of the ongoing 
daily nature of the relationship.” 
Secondly, beyond the limited consensus on how best to define negative 
relationships, researchers have given limited attention to establishing that their 
definitions of negative relationships are aligned with participant mental models of 
them. In most studies, we find that researchers define negative relationships without 
taking steps to establish the face validity of their measures among those being studied. 
Given the diversity of conceptual approaches to negative relationships and the 
limited attention given to measure validation, it is not surprising to find scholars 
studying negative relationships in ways that are not commensurate and cannot be 
brought into alignment. For example, whereas Labianca, Brass, and Gray (1998) 
measured negative relationships by asking respondents who they choose to avoid 
among their co-workers, Volker and Flap (2007) captured them with the item ‘At 
work, people do not always work together, but are also irritating each other. What 
about you, who of your colleagues did irritate you during the last time?’ Though each 




measure, as single-item measures, none of them effectively sample the domain of 
these constructs and they appear to be weakly-related at best. Importantly, it is easy to 
see the challenge associated with integrating findings from studies with such diverse 
measures. 
Third and finally, negative relationships have been confounded with related 
but distinct constructs like conflict. Whereas negative relationships refer to the quality 
of relationships between two individuals, conflict refers to the social dynamics of 
disagreement between two individuals. That is, one refers to the entity and the other to 
the event. In addition, negative relationships have a negative valence and conflicts 
may be either positive (constructive) or negative (destructive). Furthermore, when one 
encounters conflict or engages in conflict with another person, it may not necessarily 
lead to a negative relationship with that person. Similarly, when one has a negative 
relationship with another person, no conflict need to have occurred. 
 
Research Objective 
The multiple issues concerning the current state of negative relationship 
scholarship suggests the need for a more fundamental and exploratory approach to 
understanding the domain. The focus of my dissertation is thus on exploring the 
substance of negative relationships at work and how working individuals 
conceptualize them. It is hoped that by obtaining a grounded understanding of 
negative relationships, scholars can then develop more appropriate measures and 






Organization of the Research 
My dissertation begins with an overview and review of the literature on 
negative relationships (both at work and outside of work).  This review establishes the 
context for my empirical work, in which I apply a prototype methodology to the study 
of negative relationships at work. My empirical work has been completed over four 
connected studies. Even though the four studies that I have conducted are inter-
related, they each have their own sub-research questions and hypotheses. Thus, they 
are presented as individual chapters that follow the general methodology chapter of 
this dissertation. As the studies build upon each other, results and discussion of each 
study are included in the individual study chapters. I also applied the same 
methodology to the study of positive relationships to serve as a point of comparison 
for the interpretation of my results. Finally, I conclude this dissertation with a 
discussion of the findings and their implications for researchers and managers. I also 






CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 The goal of this chapter is to provide an overview of the literature on negative 
relationships and to present a clear rationale for my research question. As mentioned 
in the introductory chapter, there is a lack of research on negative relationships at 
work. Therefore, this review will address not only studies of negative relationships at 
the workplace but also studies of negative relationships from other life domains. The 
studies focused on these other domains are included to provide a broader perspective 
on the scholarship of negative relationships. Since this dissertation focuses on 
negative relationships at work, I will begin by providing a synthesis of the research in 
this domain. I will then draw on relevant research in fields such as communications, 
social psychology, and child and adolescent developmental psychology to give a more 
holistic understanding of negative relationships. Throughout the review, I will provide 
a critique of this literature and identify the gaps in the current state of research that 
motivated this piece of work. 
 
Negative Relationships at Work 
 Research on negative relationships at the workplace is rooted in the literature 
on social networks. While the idea of negative relationships at work is not new or 
surprising to many, scholars have tended to focus their efforts on researching specific 
types of negative behaviours (e.g. sexual harassment, aggression, incivility) rather 
than negative relationships. The paucity of research on negative relationships suggest 
that there may be methodological or conceptual issues that serve as a deterrent for its 
study, or maybe researchers just do not view the topic as being important enough. 
In recent years, with the proliferation of articles on various aspects of the dark 




negative relationships and called for scholars to ‘balance the social ledger’.  This 
framework, developed in the context of organizational social networks, proposed a 
model of antecedents and consequences of negative relationships. Specifically, 
Labianca and Brass (2006) proposed that (a) negative relationships have greater 
impact on task and socio-emotional outcomes than positive relationships, (b) 
personality and two network factors (network density and task interdependence) lead 
to the development of negative relationships, and (c) characteristics of negative 
relationships (strength, reciprocity, cognition, and social distance) and three other 
network factors (network density, task interdependence, and status dissimilarity) 
moderate the linkages between negative relationships and their outcomes. This model 
has yet to be tested. 
In an earlier study, however, Labianca, Brass, and Gray (1998) looked at 
patterns of association between the types of relationships one has with members of 
different departments and perceptions of intergroup conflict. They found that negative 
relationships were associated with higher levels of perceived intergroup conflict. 
While this finding certainly provided insights into how negative relationships may 
result in undesirable organizational outcomes, Labianca and colleagues have 
conceptualized negative relationships as existing at one end of a continuum ranging 
from positive to negative. This conceptualization implies that a highly negative 
relationship is necessarily a low positive relationship, and that the midpoint is 
characterized as being neither positive nor negative.  However, the view that negative 
and positive relationships are polar opposites makes it impossible to test the claim that 
negative relationships more strongly predict workplace attitudes and behaviours than 
do positive relationships. From the standpoint of social reality as we know it, mixed 




relationships to be characterized as being both highly negative and highly positive 
(e.g., a love-hate relationship). 
In their typology of relational identification, Sluss and Ashforth (2007) 
provide an example of such ambivalence in working relationships. They argue that 
individuals may identify differently with their co-workers depending on the type of 
identity that is activated – role-based identity or person-based identity. This can result 
in relational identification (if identification is positive based on both identities), 
relational disidentification (if identification is negative based on both identities), or 
ambivalent relational identification (if the individual identifies positively on one 
identity but negatively on the other identity). Larsen, Hemenover, Norris, and 
Cacioppo (2003) also show that both positive and negative emotions may be co-
activated, contrary to the assumptions made by most researchers that these emotions 
lay on a continuum. 
It is also important to note that, while Labianca and Brass (2006) define a 
negative relationship as an “enduring, recurring set of negative judgments, feelings, 
and behavioural intentions toward another,” they operationalize it exclusively in terms 
of a preference to avoid a target individual. While such a measure captures the 
behavioural intention aspect of a negative relationship, a broad selection of alternative 
behavioural intentions is possible. For example, Adams (2005) found that people in 
Ghana respond in four different ways to enemies – confront, seek protection, avoid, 
ignore or do nothing. Also, studies on coping have found that avoidance is only one 
way of coping with stressors (in this case, a negative relationship; Carver, Scheier, & 
Weintraub, 1989; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Sawang, Oei, Goh, Mansoer, Markhum, 




Other studies of negative workplace relationships also have similar 
methodological issues. For instance, Volker and Flap (2007) measured foes with the 
following prompt: “At work, people do not always work together, but are also 
irritating each other. What about you, who of your colleagues did irritate you during 
the last time?” While negative relationships are not always defined so narrowly, a 
majority of the studies have used single-item measures to capture negative 
relationships at work (owing to the constraints of the social network methodology). A 
common measure of negative relationships that network researchers use is the 
negative (-) sign. This is often used to denote a negative relationship between two 
persons and a number is usually attached to it to denote the intensity of the 
relationship (e.g., on a scale of 0 to 3, a “-3” denotes an extremely negative 
relationship). While this may be a useful way to study negative relationships 
occurring in a large social structure, it is not that useful in telling us what we want to 
know about the content of such relationships. 
Across the handful of studies that have been conducted on negative 
relationships at work, we see considerable inconsistency in how these relationships 
are conceptualized and operationalized (e.g., Casciaro & Lobo, 2005; 2008; Labianca 
& Brass, 2006; Labianca, Brass, & Gray, 1998; Moerbeek, 2001; Moerbeek & Need, 
2003). Although each study sheds some light on how negative relationships at work 
matter, the diversity of approaches to measurement and conceptualization has made it 
difficult for researchers in this area to compare their findings with each other. As 
mentioned in the introduction chapter, not only do researchers have different ways of 
conceptualizing and operationalizing the concept, they also have different labels for 
distinct types of negative relationships (see Table 1). This suggests a fundamental 




Negative Relationships in Other Domains 
 It is apparent that this struggle with a fundamental understanding of negative 
relationships is not confined to the field of organizational behaviour alone. 
Researchers in the domains of communications, social psychology and child and 
adolescent development also do not have a fully developed understanding of negative 
relationships. 
In the child and adolescent development literature, Maurissa Abecassis (1999; 
2003) conducted a series of studies to understand the negative relationships of 
children. She found that children have a well-formed sense of like and dislike at a 
young age and that negative relationships exist even among playmates. This suggests 
that negative relationships are fundamental to the social interactions of human beings. 
She termed such relationships antipathies (see Table 1 for her definition). 
Fundamental to her definition of children’s negative relationships is the idea of 
aversion and dislike. This corresponds with Labianca, Brass, and Gray’s (1998) 
association of negative relationships with the people that an employee wishes to 
avoid. Interestingly though, she considered such antipathies as being reciprocal in 
nature. Perhaps this might be a common occurrence among young children who have 
not developed the ability to regulate their emotions and any negative relationship 
would probably be openly expressed. 
In the field of communications, Fritz (2002; 2006) found that negative 
relationships (or troublesome others as she terms them) are not all the same. She 
attempted to create a typology of problematic relationships by drawing from a list of 
negative behaviours that exist in the literature and asking respondents to identify how 
these behaviours relate to different groups of people at work. Specifically, she found 




negative behaviours—six types of troublesome bosses, eight types of troublesome 
peers, and five types of troublesome subordinates. Despite the seemingly useful 
application of such distinctions, further work is needed to show that these distinctions 
among clusters are meaningful to employees. In addition, it is unclear which of these 
qualities of negative relationships matter most to employees. 
Seminal work by Wiseman and Duck (1995) has also greatly influenced the 
field’s understanding of negative relationships. Defining an enemyship as “a kind of 
relationship in which negative feelings and actions are part and parcel of the ongoing 
daily nature of the relationship” (p.44), Wiseman and Duck explored the distinctions 
between enemyships and friendships. They conducted interviews with a number of 
working adults and based on a qualitative analysis of the interviews, they drew 
parallels and distinctions between enemyships and friendships. Their findings suggest 
that enemyships and friendships are not exactly polar opposites and that enemyships 
do not lend themselves to the same structure as friendships. That being said, their 
findings are also limited in aiding our understanding of workplace negative 
relationships as the enemyships that they elicited from the interviews consist of a 
variety of negative relationships from different domains of their interviewees’ lives 
(e.g. friendship betrayal, neighbour unfriendliness, etc). 
 
Understanding the Content of Negative Relationships at Work 
 From the above review, it seems that negative relationships represent a rather 
nebulous concept. Yet, before research on workplace negative relationships can 
advance substantially, it is imperative to have a common understanding of what these 




 To gain a better understanding of the substance of negative relationships in the 
workplace, I conducted 43 semi-structured interviews with individuals who were 
either working full-time or had some form of organizational experience (that is, 
working part-time currently, helping out with their family’s business, underwent 
National Service, or volunteering at churches currently). This preliminary inquiry 
suggested that negative relationships are indeed present at the workplace and even 
though they are generically characterized by dislike, they take on various forms based 
on a wide range of factors. These factors relate to the individual’s expectations of the 
other, the working style and preferences, as well as the work experience and status of 
the individual within the organization. Just like researchers, people at work seem to 
have different conceptualizations of negative relationships. Although the interviews 
were enlightening as they opened up the possibilities of the different types of negative 
relationships that might occur at work and allowed for a deeper understanding of 
some of the possible issues that co-exist, these interviews are not helpful in providing 
me with a coherent description of negative relationships. The lists of negative 
relationship characteristics that I asked interviewees to provide were only useful 
insofar as they broadened the scope of my inquiry. Importantly, I realized that I 
needed a more systematic methodology if I was ever to obtain convergence on a set of 
characteristics for describing negative relationships at work. 
 To sum up, this chapter provides a synthesis of the relevant research on 
negative relationships—both at work and in other life domains. The research reviewed 
here was useful in developing my understanding of negative relationships, and opened 
my eyes to the array of methodologies used by researchers to understand this 




research question in the Singapore context and motivated the search for a more 








CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 In order to understand what constitutes negative work relationships from the 
perspective of working individuals, I adopt the prototype methodology developed by 
social psychologist, Beverley Fehr (1982). The first objective of this chapter is to 
introduce the prototype methodology and to explain why this methodology is suitable 
for the line of inquiry in this dissertation. The second objective is to provide an 
overview of the four studies that I conducted in systematically implementing this 
methodology. I structured this chapter in accordance with these two objectives. 
 
The Prototype Methodology 
Prototype analysis is a methodology for identifying the features of a concept 
and ordering them according to their rated importance (Horowitz & Turan, 2008). 
This methodology has often been used to identify concepts which have no clear 
definition, and which scholars have difficulty finding agreement on. The product of a 
prototype analysis is typically a list of features ordered according to how 
representative or ‘prototypical’ they are of the concept. The convention is to do a 
median split and describe the listed items above the median as being prototypical, and 
those below the median as being non-prototypical. Taken together, the set of 
prototypical features identified through the prototype analysis process can be 
considered to be most representative of the concept in question (Horowitz & Turan, 
2008). Given that some concepts are difficult to define, the prototype methodology 
provides us with a tool to identify the central content and knowledge structure of these 
concepts. 
The origins of this methodology can be traced back to Eleanor Rosch’s 




that many natural language categories (such as fruit and bird) cannot be defined using 
a classical definition comprising of a specific set of criteria. Instead, they are best 
defined through prototypes, which are considered the clearest example of a category. 
Other members of the category can then be ordered according to the degree of their 
prototypicality (e.g., resemblance to the prototype). For instance, apples and oranges 
are very clear examples of fruits, but tomatoes and chillies are somewhat less 
prototypical of fruits as they seem to blend into the neighbouring category of 
vegetables. Another example of this is the category of birds. Typical attributes of 
birds include having feathers and a beak, as well as being able to fly. Pigeons, 
sparrows, eagles are clear examples of birds. However, some birds (such as penguins 
and chickens) do not have all of these attributes and may be considered less 
prototypical of the bird category. 
Following in Rosch’s footsteps, cognitive and social psychologists have used 
this methodology to study conceptual categories that are nebulous. For instance, based 
on Rosch’s work on prototyping object categories, Beverley Fehr (1982) developed a 
parallel methodology to understand the categorization of concepts in social science, 
like love, commitment, anger, intimacy and compassionate love (Fehr, 1988; 1993; 
2004; Fehr & Russell, 1984; Fehr, Russell & Ward, 1982; Fehr & Sprecher, 2009). 
Other scholars have used this methodology to understand concepts such as gratitude 
and forgiveness (Kearns & Fincham, 2004; Lambert, Graham & Fincham, 2009; 
Regan, Kocan & Whitlock, 1998). While the prototype approach will not help 
scholars to establish a clear definition of a concept, it helps to provide an exemplar of 





Prototype analysis typically requires the completion of a series of studies. The 
first study usually elicits a list of features associated with the concept. The second 
study is typically focused on establishing the centrality of each listed feature to the 
focal concept. Subsequent studies are generally focused on verifying the internal 
structure of the prototype—through reaction time testing, as well as recall and 
recognition testing—and establishing that the ordering of items is consistent. For 
instance, reaction time testing can be used to establish whether the time it takes for 
participants to process more prototypical features is shorter than for those that are not 
prototypical. Similarly, recall and recognition testing can help establish whether 
prototypical features are more readily accessible cognitively as they would more 
easily be recalled and even falsely recognized to have been present. 
 This methodology appears to be very appropriate for the study of negative 
relationships, given the lack of consensus among researchers on how they should be 
defined.  In their reflection on the status of scholarship pertaining to romantic love, 
Fehr (1993) observed that “failure to achieve consensus on definitions and typologies 
of love indicates that social scientists are unclear on what should be included under 
the heading of love. From a prototype perspective, this lack of agreement is 
understandable: ‘There may be no small set of criteria features common to all and 
only instances of love. There may be no fixed number of subtypes into which love can 
be divided.’ (Fehr & Russell, 1991: 427).” For Fehr, prototype analysis was a useful 
methodology for establishing in an orderly fashion the set of features to incorporate 
into an operational measure of her construct. In light of the current dissensus among 
scholars studying negative work relationships, prototype analysis appears to be a 




Although both prototype analysis and traditional scale development are 
methodologies focused on identifying features reflecting a focal concept, they are 
inherently different. Whereas the purpose of a prototype analysis is to identify the 
content and knowledge structure of a concept (especially one that scholars cannot 
reach consensus on; Horowitz & Turan, 2010), the purpose of a scale development is 
to create a measure that can be used to assess the concept (Clark & Watson, 1995). A 
prototype analysis also results in an ordered listing of features, with those features that 
are core to the concept differentiated from those that are not so critical to the 
conceptualization. This is different from traditional scale development procedures 
(e.g., factor analysis) where the focus is on empirically establishing the degree of 
convergence among a set of items (that may or may not effectively capture qualities 
that are central to the domain of the construct being studied). While factor analysis 
helps establish convergence among items, and thus reliability, it does not address the 
more fundamental question of construct validity in any way. 
Research has found that a prototype strategy may well complement scale 
development. Broughton (1984) conducted a study comparing a prototype strategy 
with four traditional strategies of scale construction – empirical, factor analytic, 
rational, and internal consistency. He found that scale construction using a prototype 
strategy was statistically superior to the other methods because the items used in the 
development of the scale were those closest to the prototype of the concept. Scholars 
in the fields of psychology have used a prototype strategy in conjunction with scale 
development and had positive results (Harasymchuk & Fehr, 2011; Hofsess & Tracey, 
2010). 
In sum, prototype methodology has been found to be a useful methodology for 




and it is particularly appropriate when there is limited consensus on the definition. 
Negative relationships fall into the category of concepts which are difficult to define 
and a prototype methodology seems appropriate in helping researchers understand its 
core features, so that further research (such as a measure of negative relationships) 
can be done. 
 
Overview of the Four Studies 
 Following Fehr’s prototype methodology, I designed and conducted four very 
distinct studies that together address my research question, “What constitutes negative 
relationships from the working person’s perspective?” The first study (feature 
elicitation) required participants to identify features of negative relationships. The aim 
of this study was to obtain a set of features of negative relationships from working 
individuals who would be able to provide insight into this issue. The list of features 
distilled from this study was fed into the second study (prototypicality rating) in 
which participants provided ratings of item prototypicality. The objective here was to 
come up with an ordered list of features of negative relationships. Participants had to 
judge how characteristic the features were of negative relationships. The ordered list 
of rated features was then used in the third and fourth studies, both focused on 
verifying the prototype structure of negative relationships (that is, there are some 
features of negative relationships which are more central (prototypical) to negative 
relationships and some that are more peripheral (non-prototypical) to negative 
relationships. 
Study 3 consisted of a reaction time test in which response latencies to a set of 
features were collected. Participants were expected to respond faster and more 




the non-prototypical features. Study 4 consisted of a recall and recognition test in 
which participants were shown a set of statements and asked to recall them later in the 
experiment, as well as to recognize whether or not statements had been shown to 
them. Participants were expected to recall more prototypical items than non-
prototypical items, and expected to falsely recognize prototypical items to a greater 
extent than non-prototypical items. 
Taken together, this set of studies helps to enhance our understanding of 
negative workplace relationships by providing us with a list of the characteristics of 
negative relationships. Just as importantly, the evidence that negative (and positive) 
relationships have a prototype helps to explain why researchers from different fields 
have had such a hard time trying to conceptualize and measure the concept. As a point 
of comparison, a similar analysis of positive workplace relationships was conducted 
alongside the negative relationships. The next four chapters provide a detailed 




CHAPTER 4: FEATURE ELICITATION (STUDY 1) 
The purpose of this study was to elicit features of negative relationships. 
According to the prototype methodology, if negative relationships exist as a prototype 
concept, there should be variability in the frequency with which features are 
generated. I expected that some features of negative relationships would be readily 
available in the minds of the participants, whereas others would be less likely to come 
to mind. In contrast, if negative relationships can be defined classically (whereby all 
instances of the concept fit into a few criteria), all features should be equally likely to 
come to mind and there should be consensus on the set of features generated. 
 
Sample (Study 1) 
Participants (n = 126) in Study 1 are alumni of the National University of 
Singapore. On average, they were 38.50 years of age (SD = 5.17)
1
, had 9.45 years 
(SD = 5.63) of work experience, and had spent 5.01 years (SD = 4.60) with their 
present employer. Participants were primarily female (69.8%), Singaporean (92.9%) 
and of Chinese ethnicity (94.4%). While 34.1 per cent of respondents were being 
employed in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
2
, the majority 
(approximately two-thirds) reported working in organizations with 250 to 260,000 
employees. Participants were employed in a wide range of industries, including 
financial services (27.8%), education (11.1%), information and communications 
                                                 
1
 It is important to note that one participant indicated her age to be 17 years. However, her work 
experience and tenure suggested that she was much older than this. The young age reported could have 
been an error that occurred when the participant was reporting her age as participants were asked for 
their year of birth and a drop-down menu was provided for them to select the appropriate year. An 
accidental scroll of the mouse before moving on to the next question could reasonably have resulted in 
this error. As such, the age reported for this participant was considered missing data and the rest of the 
ages were analyzed accordingly. 
2
 SMEs in Singapore are defined as businesses with annual sales turnover not exceeding S$100 million 





(10.3%), public administration (7.1%), manufacturing (5.6%), other goods-producing 
industries (4.0%), transport and storage (4.0%), wholesale and retail trade (3.2%), 
business services (3.2%), hotels and restaurants (1.6%), construction (0.8%) and a 
variety of other industries such as healthcare, leisure and gaming, marine and shipping 
and legal services (21.4%). Given that participants are alumni of the Business School, 
it is no surprise that a majority are employed in the financial services sector. 
The sample of 126 participants compares favourably with past prototype 
feature generation studies where sample sizes range from 94 to 317 (e.g. Fehr, 1988; 
Fehr & Russell, 1984; Kearns & Fincham, 2004; Lambert, Graham & Fincham, 2009; 
Regan, Kocan & Whitlock, 1998). This sample of working adults is also appropriate 
for the investigation of negative work relationships because their experience would 
allow them to better comment on the characteristics of such relationships. Even 
though Fehr (2004) found that prototypes are stable across samples (e.g., comparing 
university student responses with those of adults from the general community), her 
studies typically involved social psychology concepts such as love and commitment, 
which would be more generally experienced across different populations. 
 
Data Collection Procedure (Study 1) 
Participants were invited to take part in this study via email. With the help of 
the Global Alumni Network Office (GANO), I sent a recruitment letter (see Appendix 
1) to 6458 Business School alumni who graduated in the years 1990-2008. However, 
1921 emails did not reach recipients and were returned via the mail delivery system. 




people responded to the survey, representing a response rate of 4.01 per cent
3
. Fifty-
six of these responses were incomplete and thus dropped from the study. 
The survey was administered online using Qualtrics, an online survey tool. A 
document containing more information about the study was attached to the survey 
(see Appendix 2 for the Participant Information Sheet used in Study 1). In return for 
their participation, participants were also given the option to enter a lucky draw to win 
one of two S$50 shopping vouchers or a S$600 travel voucher. Participants also had 
the opportunity to request a summary report of the study findings. To maintain 
anonymity of their responses, participants were redirected upon completion of the 
survey to a separate form where they registered for the lucky draw and summary 
report of the study (see Appendix 3 for the personal particulars form used in Study 1). 
 
Protocol for Feature Elicitation (Study 1) 
The survey questionnaire (see Appendix 4) contained both feature elicitation 
questions and demographic questions
4
. 
Feature Elicitation Questions. To obtain a free listing of negative 
relationship characteristics, participants were asked the following question: “To better 
understand "sour" relationships, we want to know how people define negative 
relationships at work. Follow the steps below to answer the question: 
1. Think about specific people, present or past, with whom you have 
a negative relationship. 
                                                 
3
 The low response rate might have been the result of a database that is not up-to-date as some of these 
alumni might have changed their email addresses, stopped checking the email address that was given to 
the alumni office, or diverted emails from the alumni office to spam. 
4
 The questionnaire also included two questions on strategies used to manage positive and negative 
work relationships and a self-regulatory focus scale. These questions were included as possible 
interesting questions that working adults might find useful and that are related to their experiences. 




2. Think about the features and characteristics of these people, about 
what makes your relationship with them negative, the thoughts and 
feelings you associate with these relationships, and the sort of situations 
in which these relationships arise. 
3. After reflecting for 1-2 minutes, share your thoughts in the spaces 
below. List as many features and characteristics you can think of, one 
distinct idea per line.” 
For comparison purposes, participants were also asked to answer a 
similar question relating to positive relationships. In order to control for 
question order bias, participants were randomly presented with the negative 
relationship question or the positive relationship question first. 
 
Data Analysis Procedure (Study 1) 
Two coders (an instructor and a tutor from the university) and I coded the data 
using procedures outlined by Fehr (1988), who adopted them from Rosenberg and 
Sedlak (1972). There were three stages for coding the data: 
Stage 1 (screening responses). In this stage, we screen the responses to 
ensure that they were relevant to the question. We excluded responses that did not 
relate to the question. For example, if the question was about negative relationships, 
and a response seemed to be describing a positive relationship instead, that response 
would have been excluded. Similarly, if the response was totally out of point, that 
response would be excluded as well. 
Stage 2 (extraction of linguistic units). In this stage, we split each response 




1) Single words such as stubborn, arrogant, rude were considered a single unit 
and are left as is. 
2) Single unit phrases—with attributes preceded or followed by some modifier 
(e.g. very irritating)—were left as is. 
3) Multiple unit phrases—in which parts could stand alone as separate thoughts 
(e.g. rude, disrespectful; stubborn/inflexible)—were sub-divided to form 
single words or single unit phrases. 
Stage 3 (grouping linguistic units into attribute categories). In the final 
stage, we categorized the linguistic units from Stage 2. Responses appraised to be 
referring to the same thing were grouped into one category, provided they contained 
the same basic root word. Below are the guidelines we followed: 
1) Responses reflecting different grammatical forms of the same words were 
placed in a single category (e.g. lies and liar, snob and snobbish) 
2) Responses accompanied by modifiers (e.g., adjectives such as very, extremely, 
or slightly; adverbs such as sometimes, and terms such as relationship or 
person) were placed in a single category. 
3) Responses judged to be identical in meaning were placed in a single category 
4) Responses which were otherwise qualified or modified (in particular, if the 
meaning was made too specific by the description) were not included in the 
category of root words (e.g. sensitive to criticism, hardworking only when 
interested, unreceptive to feedback). 
Coders were told to remain as true to the participants’ own words as possible. 
After the three stages of data coding were complete, the three sets of participants’ 
response and code were compared and the three coders came to a consensus after 




As the lists of features were rather long, even after grouping them into 
different category attributes, an additional rater and I then went through the list again 
to further simplify items. This was not part of Fehr’s (1988) methodology, but we 
deemed it necessary as the lists were too unwieldy for use in Study 2. This time 
round, in simplifying the list of items, we consulted a dictionary. Terms that were 
considered synonyms were combined under a term that was used more commonly by 
participants. Appendix 5 shows dictionary definitions of features of negative 
relationships and the items subsumed under each category. Appendix 6 shows similar 
definitions pertaining to positive relationships. 
 
Results (Study 1) 
  Each of the 126 participants listed features of both negative and positive 
relationships at work, resulting in a list of 753 features of negative relationships and 
780 features of positive relationships. Participants did not appear to have any 
difficulty listing features of these work relationships. The mean number of features 
listed for negative relationships is 5.98 and that for positive relationships is 6.19. The 
total number of linguistic units extracted from the protocols was 806 and 854 for 
negative and positive relationships respectively. Of these, 48 features of negative 
relationships were idiosyncratic (there is only one instance of the term) and 44 
features of positive relationships were idiosyncratic. Following Fehr (1988, 2004), 
these features were excluded from further analysis. The remaining responses were 
categorized into 100 somewhat unique features of negative relationships and 92 
somewhat unique features of positive relationships. These features are presented in 





Discussion (Study 1) 
The long lists of features elicited for each of the two types of relationships 
suggest that negative relationships and positive relationships are very broad concepts 
that encompass many aspects. It would have thus been futile if I had continued to 
pursue this line of inquiry using a qualitative methodology as it would have taken me 






CHAPTER 5: PROTOTYPICALITY RATING (STUDY 2) 
 The purpose of this study was to establish the extent to which the descriptors 
of negative and positive relationships generated in Study 1 are prototypical of these 
relationships. Assuming that negative and positive relationships are prototype 
concepts, we would expect some features to be appraised as more representative of 
the concept than others. In addition, we would expect to find evidence of agreement 
among participants in these ratings. 
 
Sample (Study 2) 
 Participants (n = 74) in Study 2 were MBA students at and alumni of the 
National University of Singapore. Participants range in age from 35 to 74 years (M = 
59.31, SD = 9.26). In contrast with Study 1, the gender distribution for this study was 
skewed toward males (85.1%). The country of origin for these participants was also 
more varied. Most participants were from Singapore (37.8%) and India (27.0%), with 
fewer participants from Malaysia (12.2%), China (10.8%), and Indonesia (2.7%). 
There was also one participant from each of the following countries: Germany, New 
Zealand, the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, United Kingdom and Vietnam. In 
terms of ethnic diversity, Chinese (66.2%) and Indian (27.0%) participants formed the 
majority. Other ethnicities reported include Caucasian (4.1%), Korean (1.4%) and 
Vietnamese (1.4%). 
 On average, participants had approximately 18.08 years (SD = 9.29) of work 
experience and they had been working in the same organization for 6.52 years (SD = 
7.50). Most were working in organizations with more than 250 employees (60.8%) in 
industries such as financial services (20.3%), business services (12.2%), information 




manufacturing (5.4%), construction (4.1%), and other goods-producing industries 
(4.1%). Other industries reported include property development, legal, oil and gas, 
charities, hotels and restaurants, wholesale and retail trade, and transport and storage, 
among others. 
 
Data Collection Procedure (Study 2) 
  As in Study 1, participants were invited to take part in this study via email (see 
Appendices 7 and 8 for invitation letters). The alumni office sent 3051 invitations to 
alumni on my behalf, and I sent 90 invitation emails to current MBA students. Of this, 
884 email messages were undelivered. Two reminder emails were sent subsequently 
at two-week intervals. 
The total number of responses collected was 122. Of these responses, 30 were 
excluded from subsequent analysis because they were incomplete. Eighteen responses 
had some missing data, but were sufficiently complete that portions of the data could 
be incorporated into the analysis
5
. 
As with Study 1, this study was administered online using the Qualtrics online 
survey platform. Participants were given a link to access the survey in the invitation 
email and the Participant Information Sheet for Study 2 (see Appendix 9) was 
appended to the survey. As a token of appreciation for their participation, they were 
invited to participate in a lucky draw to win one of two S$50 shopping vouchers or a 
S$600 travel voucher. They also had the opportunity to request a summary report of 
                                                 
5
 One respondent completed the prototypicality rating but provided no demographic information, six 
completed the prototypicality rating for negative relationships only, and eleven completed the 
prototypicality rating for positive relationships only. These responses were included in the calculation 




the study findings. Those who were interested were redirected to another form (see 
Appendix 10) to fill in their personal particulars. 
 
Protocol for Prototypicality Assessment (Study 2) 
 The questionnaire (see Appendix 11) had two major sections: Section A 
contained the two lists of features generated in Study 1 for both negative and positive 
work relationships. Participants were instructed as follows: “Below is a list of 100 (or 
92) words and phrases describing negative relationships at work. Based on your 
experiences, rate how well they characterize negative (or positive) relationships at 
work, using the following scale: 1 (not at all characteristic) to 7 (extremely 
characteristic).” The two sets of features were presented in random order. Section B 
contained demographic questions. 
 
Data Analysis Procedure (Study 2) 
 The data was first checked for order effects. Results from a one-way ANOVA 
suggested that the order in which features were presented did not have any significant 
impact on the responses (for negative items, p = .10; for positive items, p = .13). 
Prototypicality ratings were then calculated by transposing the data and then 
calculating the mean for each feature of negative relationship and positive relationship 
listed. The means and standard deviations of the features are presented in Tables 2 
and 3. The median for each list of features was also calculated as that will serve as the 
boundary point between the features considered as being central (prototypical) to the 





Results (Study 2) 
   As shown in Tables 2 and 3, prototypicality ratings ranged from 4.04 to 5.94 
for negative relationships, and from 4.24 to 6.04 for positive relationships, on a 7-
point scale. Given that these features were identified by participants as being related 
to negative and positive work relationships, it is not surprising that the range of 
ratings is not very wide. However, this range is rather narrow as compared to other 
prototype research. This was also the case for Fehr and Sprecher (2009) whose range 
was 6.10 to 8.71 on a 9-point scale. A review of past prototype studies suggest that 
this might be a factor of the nature of the study. Past studies with wider rating ranges 
were interested in building prototypes that consist of the varying types of a particular 
concept (e.g. types of love). Like Fehr and Sprecher (2009), my dissertation research 
focuses on building a prototype made up of features of a particular concept. This 
might account for the anomaly in rating range width. In spite of the narrow range, 
participants appeared to agree on the calibration of features. This can be seen from the 
relatively small standard deviations. 
 
Discussion (Study 2) 
 The features of negative relationships receiving the highest ratings were 
“backstabbing”, “untrustworthy”, “unethical”, “dishonest”, and “steals credit.” The 
features of positive relationships receiving the highest ratings were “honest”, “trust”, 
“has integrity”, “responsible” and “reliable”. It is interesting to note that honesty, trust 
and ethics are characteristics that participants value highly in relationships, whether or 
not they are positive relationships or negative relationships. Trust and honesty are also 
characteristics that appear consistently in prototype studies on love and compassionate 




relationship. While it is obvious from the ratings that there are parallels in both types 
of relationships, there are also instances where the counterpart of a feature was not 
rated as highly. For instance, “inflexible” was rated as being rather central to negative 





CHAPTER 6: REACTION TIME STUDY (STUDY 3) 
 The third study was conducted to examine whether the features of negative 
and positive relationships generated and rated in Studies 1 and 2 had a prototype 
structure. This would enable me to have greater confidence that the list of concepts 
rated as being prototypical of negative relationships are indeed so. Given that 
prototypical features are more representative of the core meaning of the concept, 
participants should more quickly verify them as being related to the concept as 
compared to non-prototypical features. Rosch (1973) was the first to demonstrate this 
effect in her study on prototypes of fruits and similar findings were obtained for more 
abstract concepts such as emotion and other relationship-relevant constructs (see Fehr, 
2005, for a review). Building upon an appreciation of the schematic quality of 
prototypes, we would expect to find prototype-consistent information to be accessed 
more quickly than misaligned information. Thus, I hypothesized that relative to non-
prototypical features, participants would confirm prototypical features of negative and 
positive relationships more quickly and with greater accuracy. 
 
Sample (Study 3) 
Participants (n = 101) in Study 3 were faculty members of the National 
University of Singapore. While faculty members may not represent a typical sample 
of employees studied by management scholars, a study by Gersick, Bartunek, and 
Dutton (2000) suggest that like any other employee, they also encounter negative 
relationships. Of the 52 faculty members who participated in the negative relationship 
experiment, 17.3 per cent are female and 82.7 per cent are male. Their ages ranged 
from 31 years to 72 years, with a mean of 44.52 years (SD = 10.86). The majority of 




Caucasians (15.4%) made up about a third of the participants; and the three remaining 
participants reported other ethnicities (e.g., Akan, Czech and Korean). One-third of 
the participants were Singaporean (34.6%) with smaller numbers from the People’s 
Republic of China (15.4%), India (11.5%) and the United States of America (11.5%). 
Three participants reported a different country of origin and nationality, suggesting 
that they might hold dual citizenship or have received citizenship in a country other 
than their birth country. There was only a single participant from each of the 
following countries – Australia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Ghana, Hong 
Kong, Korea, Malaysia, New Zealand, and Taiwan. 
Participants in the negative relationship experiment had an average work 
experience of 17.64 years (SD = 11.21), and they had worked at the university for an 
average of 9.04 years (SD = 9.00). More than half of the participants were from the 
NUS Business School (55.7%) and the other participants are from the Faculty of Arts 
and Social Sciences (24.9%), the School of Computing (11.5%) and the School of 
Design and Environment (1.9%). The average number of employees in the 
participant’s department reported was 39.69 (SD = 32.52). 
The composition of the sample for the 49 participants in the positive 
relationship experiment is very similar to that of the negative relationship experiment. 
Male faculty members comprise 73.5 per cent of the participants. The average age is 
45.33 years (SD = 10.01), ranging from 31 years to 68 years. The ethnic diversity is 
somewhat similar, with ethnic Chinese comprising 67.3 per cent of the participants. 
Other ethnicities reported include Caucasian (20.4%), Indian (4.1%), Eurasian, 
Korean and Turkish (1.9% each). In terms of nationality, Singaporeans (28.6%) and 
Chinese nationals (20.4%) comprised nearly half of the participant sample. The 




Kong (4.1%), Portugal (4.1%), France, Germany, India, Korea, Malaysia, Mauritius, 
the Philippines, and Turkey (the last eight countries comprising 2.0% each). One 
participant indicated having a different country of origin and nationality. 
On average, participants in the positive relationships experiment had 16.47 
years (SD = 12.03) of work experience and had worked at the university for 9.19 
years (SD = 9.47). Nearly two-thirds of the participants were from the NUS Business 
School (61.3%) and slightly more than a third are from the Faculty of Arts and Social 
Sciences (28.5%) and the School of Computing (8.1%). The average number of 
employees in the participants’ departments was 38.47 (SD = 36.07). 
 
Data Collection Procedure (Study 3) 
 Faculty members participating in this research did so while sitting in their own 
faculty offices. The principal investigator, or one of four trained research assistants, 
visited each faculty member’s office. Candidate participants were briefly introduced 
to the study, and they were shown an official invitation letter (see Appendix 12) and 
participant information sheet (Appendix 13). Since participation in the study was 
anonymous, consent was taken orally in accordance with the university’s Institutional 
Review Board guidelines. Interested participants either took part in the experiment 
immediately or they arranged an appointment for participation at a later time. 
Demographic information was captured on a separate form (see Appendix 14) after 
participants had completed the experiment. As with the first two studies, participants 
were offered the opportunity to receive a summary report of the results and invited to 
participate in a lucky draw to win one of two S$50 shopping vouchers or a S$600 
travel voucher. They were given a separate personal particulars form to complete for 




Unlike the first two studies, where participants responded to questions about 
negative and positive relationships, participants in this study focused their attention on 
either positive or negative relationships (not both). The concern was that addressing 
both relationship types might compromise the reliability of the data because this is a 
reaction time test and switching their focus from negative and positive relationships 
might confuse participants and bias the results of the experiment. Two versions of the 
experiment were created, one for negative relationships and one for positive 
relationships. Participants with an odd-numbered identification code were assigned to 
the negative experiment and those with an even-numbered identification code were 
assigned to the positive one. This ensured random assignment across the three 
faculties from which participants were recruited. 
  
Experimental Protocol for Reaction Time Test (Study 3) 
 The experiment was conducted and response latencies were captured with 
INQUISIT (version 3.0.6.0), a windows-based computer program for experiments. 
The screen refresh rate for all the laptops used in this study was standardized at 60 
Hz. This software has been used widely by researchers (e.g., Bijlstra, Hollanda, & 
Wigboldus, 2010; Knowles, Lowery, & Schaumberg, 2010
6
) who have found it to be 
highly reliable (see Stahl, 2006 for a comparison of experimental software). 
The experiment began with the following instructions: This study is part of a 
larger project on relationships at work. You will see a series of questions presented in 
the form “Is X a characteristic of Y?” For example, you may be asked, “Is romance a 
characteristic of love?”If your answer is “yes”, please press “S”. If it is “no”, press 
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 A longer list of  published studies where INQUISIT software has been used for data collection can be 




“L.” To familiarize you with the task, we will first present a few practice questions. 
The 60 target questions were preceded by 5 practise questions. The target questions 
were presented in a random order. Introductory screens served to clearly distinguish 
the practise questions from the study questions that followed. 
 Practice Questions. The five practice questions presented were totally 
unrelated to the study. An example of a practice question is “Is sharpness a 
characteristic of knives?” Responses to these questions were recorded as a function of 
the experiment. However, consistent with past prototype studies, these responses were 
excluded from analysis. 
Target Questions. The target questions consist of eight different sets of 
questions. The first two sets included 10 prototypical and 10 non-prototypical features 
of relationships at work. The features were selected from those presented in Tables 2 
and 3. Features above the median were considered prototypical (central) and those 
below the median were considered non-prototypical (peripheral). Consistent with past 
prototype studies, I selected mono-lexemic features, as the length of the question 
could influence the time taken to respond. I also selected features that were at the 
extreme ends of the list. Examples of these questions are “Is backstabbing a 
characteristic of negative relationships?” (prototypical) and “Is loudness a 
characteristic of negative relationships?” (non-prototypical). Similar questions were 
created for positive relationships. 
The next two sets of questions contained false versions of the first two sets. 
Using the same features in Sets 1 and 2, questions were created in which the focus of 
the question was no longer on relationships but rather on object. This is in line with 
past prototype studies (Fehr, 1999; Fehr & Russell, 1991; Fehr & Sprecher, 2009; 




characteristic of socks?” (false prototypical) and “Is loudness a characteristic of 
soil?” (false non-prototypical) Since the false versions of relationship features do not 
make logical sense, there should not be any significant difference between the 10 false 
versions of the prototypical features and the 10 false versions of the non-prototypical 
features. Similar to the first two sets of questions, a version was created for positive 
relationships. 
The next four sections contained filler questions drawn from Fehr and 
Sprecher’s (2009) study on compassionate love. In keeping with the prototype 
tradition, filler questions were included in the reaction time test to provide a point of 
comparison for the focal questions and to replicate the findings from previous studies. 
Questions containing five prototypical and five non-prototypical features of 
compassionate love were included together with ten false versions of these questions. 
Examples of these questions include “Is trust a characteristic of compassionate 
love?” (prototypical), “Is nurturing a characteristic of compassionate love?” (non-
prototypical), “Is trust a characteristic of fruit?” (false prototypical), “Is nurturing a 
characteristic of windows?” (false non-prototypical). The negative and positive 
versions of the experiment contained the same filler items. (See Appendices 16-17 for 
the experimental questions and Appendices 18-19 for the experimental codes for 
INQUISIT). 
 
Results (Study 3) 
In total, 105 people participated in the experiment. The responses of four 
participants were excluded from the final analyses, two because they did not finish the 




read the questions aloud, and one because the person did not meet the established 
minimum standard for full-time work experience (one year). 
The data were divided into three sets for analysis—responses to the 20 
relationship questions (Set 1), responses to the 20 false version questions (Set 2), and 
the 20 filler questions (Set 3). If the two types of relationships have a prototype 
structure, then reaction times in Set 1 should be significantly faster for the 
prototypical questions than for the non-prototypical questions. Since Set 2 contained 
the false versions of the prototypical and non-prototypical questions, I did not expect 
to find any significant difference between false prototypical questions and false non-
prototypical questions. Finally, Set 3 was subjected to the same analysis as that of 
Sets 1 and 2, whereby the five prototypical questions concerning compassionate love 
should have faster response times than the five non-prototypical questions. There 
should also be no significant difference between the false versions of the prototypical 
and non-prototypical compassionate love items. 
In accordance with standard prototype reaction time studies, I analyzed only 
“yes” responses for Set 1. Following Fehr and Sprecher (2009), I first examined the 
data for outliers and eliminated 28 responses that are 3 SD above the mean. This is a 
method for identifying outliers that has been consistently used by many scholars. 
Since it is impossible to identify the unusually slow response times using the 3 SD 
standard (as 3 SD below the mean will result in a negative number), I reviewed the 
response times and identified six responses (275ms, 406ms, 472ms, 531ms, 636ms 
and 662ms) that seemed extreme relative to the others and these were eliminated as 
well. This resulted in elimination of 1.88 per cent of the data points. 
I hypothesized that prototypical features of negative relationships would be 




first set of data (responses to the 20 relationship questions) using a paired-sample t-
test approach. As hypothesized, prototypical features of negative relationships (M = 
3650.56ms, SD = 1551.15) were verified more quickly than non-prototypical features 
(M = 4451.72ms, SD = 1799.81, t(49) = -3.90, p = .00). 
I predicted, in contrast with responses for prototype-relevant information, that 
reaction times for false questions would not differ significantly across prototypical 
and non-prototypical features.  Indeed, reaction times of the false questions did not 
differ significantly between the set containing prototypical features (M = 2992.82ms, 
SD = 1236.24) and the set containing non-prototypical features (M = 2820.76ms, SD 
= 1171.76, t(51) = 1.23, p = .22). This suggests that the predicted effects were limited 
to relevant questions. 
I also analyzed the reaction time data for the compassionate love items that 
were used as fillers. Contrary to expectation, there was no significant difference 
between the time taken to respond to prototypical features of compassionate love (M 
= 3636.62ms, SD = 2000.54) and non-prototypical features (M = 3649.99ms, SD = 
1670.34, t(50) = -.05, p = .96). There was also no significant difference between the 
false versions of the prototypical (M = 3054.01ms, SD = 1313.89) and non-
prototypical compassionate love items (M = 3022.93ms, SD = 1769.36, t(48) = .14, p 
= .89). Russell and Fehr (1994) also encountered the same problem with their filler 
items and suggested that this might be the result of having fewer items (5 instead of 
10) for each category of questions. 
 To further assess the robustness of the findings, I computed a count of the 
number of errors in each set of questions and compared average error counts by 
means of paired sample t-tests. Given that prototypical features should be more 




features should be less than the number of errors for non-prototypical features. That 
is, participants should have responded “yes” to prototypical features more frequently 
than to non-prototypical features. Consistent with this understanding, there were 
significantly fewer errors in responses to prototypical features of negative 
relationships (M = 1.06, SD = 1.99) than to non-prototypical features of negative 
relationships (M = 3.33, SD = 2.93, t(51) = -6.70, p = .00). This pattern was also 
obtained for the compassionate love filler items (prototypical items: M = 0.48, SD = 
1.13, non-prototypical items: M = 0.85, SD = 1.29, t(51) = -3.05, p =.00). There was 
no significant difference in the mean errors for prototypical features (M = .44, SD = 
.83) and non-prototypical features of negative relationships in the false version (M = 
.38, SD = .91, t(51) = .69, p = .50). This was also the case for false versions of 
compassionate love items (prototypical items: M = 0.44, SD = 1.07, non-prototypical 
items: M = 0.33, SD = .94, t(51) = 1.43, p = .16). 
 Identical analyses were conducted for positive relationship items. Thirty-eight 
outliers were identified based on the same criteria imposed for negative relationship 
items. This resulted in an elimination of 2.09 per cent of the data points. The outliers 
were evenly distributed across prototypical and non-prototypical items. It is 
interesting to note that unlike the outliers for negative relationships, most of the 
outliers for positive relationships were responses to the true versions instead. Paired-
sample t-tests were conducted and results suggest that positive relationship also has a 
prototype structure. As predicted, there was a significant difference in response times 
to prototypical features of positive relationships (M = 3347.62, SD = 903.80) and 
non-prototypical features (M = 3987.59, SD = 1272.66, t(48) = -4.603, p = .00). 
However, this difference was not found for false versions of the features 




1136.38, t(48) = -1.18, p = .24), verifying that this phenomenon happens only with 
relevant categories. 
 The same analyses were conducted on the filler items of compassionate love. 
This time round, I managed to replicate Fehr and Sprecher’s (2009) results. Findings 
indicate a significant difference in reaction times between prototypical features of 
compassionate love (M = 3356.47, SD = 1285.46) and non-prototypical features (M = 
4762.07, SD = 4776.15, t(47) = -2.32, p = .03). There was no significant difference 
between the false prototypical (M = 2635.21, SD = 997.06) and non-prototypical 
versions (M = 2680.93, SD = 1037.62, t(48) = -.264, p = .79). 
 A comparison of the mean number of errors for each type of question lends 
further support to the above findings. Paired sample t-test results show a significant 
difference between the mean number of errors made by participants when addressing 
features prototypical of positive relationships (M = .27, SD = .56) relative to non-
prototypical features (M = 1.63, SD = 1.84, t(49) = -6.41, p = .000). However, the 
difference in mean errors in responses to false versions of positive relationships 
(prototypical: M = .53, SD = 1.40; non-prototypical: M = .51, SD = 1.09, t(49) = .15, 
p = .881) was not statistically significant. 
This same pattern was seen for the compassionate love items. A significant 
difference in the mean number of errors was found for category-relevant prototypical 
(M = .47, SD = 1.13) and non-prototypical features of compassionate love (M = .86, 
SD = 1.20, t(49) = -3.13, p = .003). Nevertheless, no significant difference was found 
for the false versions of these features (prototypical: M = .41, SD = .90; non-




Discussion (Study 3) 
This study tested the internal structure of the negative relationship prototype 
that was found in Study 2 using a reaction time test. Such a test allows us to get at the 
cognitive associations that lie beneath one’s consciousness. If negative relationships 
have a prototype structure, participants presented with a series of true statements 
containing a mixture of those features should verify prototypical features more 
quickly than non-prototypical features. However, there should not be any significant 
difference in reaction times for false statements containing those features. Similarly, 
participants should make more errors when responding to true statements containing 
non-prototypical features than prototypical features, and have no significant 
differences in the mean number of errors when responding to false statements. Similar 
analyses were conducted for both negative and positive relationships. 
Findings from this study supported the hypotheses, indicating that the 
cognitive associations of prototypical features are stronger than those of non-
prototypical features. This was reflected not only in how fast information was 
processed but also in how many errors participants made. Results from this study 
imply that negative and positive relationships have prototype structures, and in turn, 




CHAPTER 7: RECALL AND RECOGNITION STUDY (STUDY 4) 
 The purpose of Study 4 was to examine further the strength with which the 
generated and rated features of negative and positive relationships relate to the focal 
concept. If negative and positive relationships are structured as prototype concepts, 
this should be reflected in memory biases that follow from the fact that highly 
prototypical features are expected to be co-present. That is, once a concept is 
triggered in one’s memory, prototypical features are more likely to be recalled 
regardless of whether they were presented or not. Thus, subjects presented with 
prototypical features should be more likely to incorrectly recall other prototypical 
features than to incorrectly recall non-prototypical features. This pattern of effects has 
been found in previous studies of personality (Cantor & Mischel, 1977, 1979) and 
concepts related to close relationships (e.g. Fehr, 1988; Hassebrauck, 1997; Regan, 
Kocan, & Whitlock, 1998, Sharpsteen, 1993). Given that my findings so far have 
suggested that negative and positive relationships seem to have a prototype structure, 
I expect that the same memory biases would occur for these concepts as well. In this 
study, I used Fehr’s (1988) established recall and recognition methodology to test this 
hypothesis. 
 
Sample (Study 4) 
 Participants (n = 130) in Study 4 were research, administrative and support 
staff of the National University of Singapore. Fifty-nine of the participants took part 
in the negatives experiment and seventy-one of the participants took part in the 
positives one. Participants in the negative relationship experiments were mostly 
female (50.8%), ethnic Chinese (69.5%) and Singaporean (67.8%). Their ages ranged 




12.88 years (SD = 9.66) and they had been university employees for 6.83 years (SD = 
8.98). They reported that the current departments in which they worked had an 
average of 46.94 staff (SD = 55.57). 
 The profile of participants in the positive relationship experiments was similar. 
A majority of the participants were female (73.2%), ethnic Chinese (73.2%) and 
Singaporean (71.8%). The age of participants ranged from 23 years to 59 years (M = 
37.94, SD = 9.613). On average, they had 14.26 years (SD = 9.80) of work 
experience, and had been employees of the university for 8.12 years (SD = 9.14 
years). There were, on average, 53.31 people (SD = 72.14) working in their 
department. 
 
Data Collection Procedure (Study 4) 
 A research assistant and I contacted various administrative departments and 
affiliated institutes at the university and invited staff members to participate in the 
study. The initial strategy was to approach the staff in person and ask them if they 
would be willing to participate in the study on the spot. However, most of the staff 
whom we approached initially asked us to send them the web link to the study when 
they realize that it was to be administered over the internet. As a result, I modified the 
data collection strategy to be more efficient. I downloaded the university directory 
and made calls to the staff of each of the administrative departments. For those 
departments in which I was acquainted with the staff, I called them personally and 
invited them to participate in the study. For other departments where I knew no one, I 
randomly selected a name from the directory and called that person. In the event that 
the selected person did not answer the phone, I chose another name from that 




 In recruiting participants, I briefly introduced myself and the study and then 
asked them if they would be interested in taking part. I sent agreeable parties an email 
with the official invitation letter (Appendix 20), participant information sheet 
(Appendix 21) and web link to the study. I also asked whether their colleagues would 
be interested in participating, and if they could forward the invitation message to them 
as well. Similar to Studies 1 and 2, participants were given the option of participating 
in a lucky draw to win two S$50 shopping vouchers and a S$600 travel voucher upon 
completion of the study. They were re-directed to another form (see Appendix 22) in 
which their personal particulars could be entered. In the same form, they were also 
asked to indicate whether they would like to receive a report of the research findings. 
 The study was administered online using the Qualtrics survey platform. Even 
though past studies have administered this as a pencil-and-paper study, it would have 
been extremely difficult to gather groups of working adults from various departments 
at the university in a room to administer this study. Since I had to control the time 
allocated to participants to read some statements and respond to some questions, I 
used the timer function in Qualtrics to advance pages automatically. This allowed me 
to use timing controls even without being physically present to time each participant. 
 
Experimental Protocol for Recall and Recognition Test (Study 4) 
The experiment consisted of three sections comprising presented relationship 
statements (Section A), an interference task followed by recall and recognition 
questions (Section B), and demographic questions (Section C). Section A consisted of 
20 statements about one relationship, either negative or positive. For the negative 
relationship condition, ten statements were randomly selected prototypical features of 




features of negative relationships. These features were presented in single sentence 
statements describing the relationship between Chris and Pat, two fictional persons 
who are colleagues. Examples of these statements include “Chris thinks that Pat is 
irritating,” and “Chris distrusts Pat.” These statements were constructed to best reflect 
the intended meaning of the features that were generated in Study 1. Because random 
selection of the features may result in some sentences being longer than others, and 
some features rated as being more central or more peripheral, I randomly selected 
another 20 features (10 prototypical, 10 non-prototypical) and created another version 
of this experiment. This counter-balancing design is typical of most recall and 
recognition tests conducted in prototype research. 
Participants were given the following instructions at the beginning of the 
section: “In this section, a series of statements will be presented to you for 4 seconds 
each. Each statement describes some aspect of the relationship between two fictional 
people who are colleagues, Chris and Pat. I would like you to simply read each 
statement as it appears. Later, I will ask you some questions about Chris and Pat's 
relationship.” Once participants clicked on the Next button, the screen automatically 
flashes the first statement. The statement was shown for four seconds and the screen 
automatically advanced to the next page, which was also presented for four seconds. 
The pattern was repeated until all 20 statements had been presented. The statements 
were presented in a random order. 
In Section B, participants were first given an interference task lasting one 
minute. Past recall and recognition tests in prototype research have asked participants 
to list the states or provinces in Canada or the United States in alphabetical order. For 
this study, participants were asked to list the MRT stations in Singapore in 




recall as many statements about Chris and Pat’s relationship as they could and write 
them in the textbox provided. They were encouraged to be as accurate as possible, but 
not to leave out statements just because they could not remember the exact wording. 
They were given three minutes to do this. 
The recognition task followed. Participants were presented with a list of 40 
statements (the 20 statements shown in Section A and another 20 statements that were 
shown in the second version to another group of participants). They were then 
instructed to indicate whether the statement had appeared in Section A by selecting an 
appropriate response (“yes” or “no”). Demographic questions were then asked in 
Section C to help me to describe the general profile of participants. Two other 
versions of this experiment were created for positive relationships as well. (See 
Appendices 23-26 for the four versions of the experiments). 
 
Data Analysis Procedure (Study 4) 
 Data were analyzed using a series of 2 x 2 mixed ANOVAs with group (n1, n2 
for the negative relationship comparison; p1, p2 for the positive relationship 
comparison) as the between-subject variable and prototypicality (prototypical, non-
prototypical) as the within-subject variable. The sample size for each group was 
unequal because this study was conducted online and I had limited control over the 
number of participants selecting the version to complete. 
Recall Data. Two judges (a senior undergraduate research assistant and I) 
coded the recall data. Specifically, we compared the statements recalled with the 20 
statements presented to them, and tabulated the number of prototypical and non-
prototypical features recalled. We also compared the recall data with the other 




not presented, and tabulated all falsely recalled prototypical and non-prototypical 
features. Any discrepancies in the coding were discussed and resolved. Most of the 
discrepancies revolved around the way certain features were described (e.g. “Chris 
thinks Pat is a hindrance” vs. “Chris thinks Pat is hindersome”). I analyzed the recall 
data using 2 x 2 mixed ANOVAs. The first ANOVA compared the number of 
correctly recalled prototypical and non-prototypical features; the second ANOVA 
compared the number of prototypical and non-prototypical features recalled falsely. 
For the presented features, I expected to find no significant difference in recall across 
prototypical and non-prototypical features because recall rates simply reflect the 
individual’s memory power. However, I did expect to find greater false recall of 
prototypical than non-prototypical features, as this would indicate that prototypical 
features are more central to the concept than non-prototypical features. This effect 
was found in earlier studies using prototype methodology. This method of analysis 
was used to examine positive as well as negative relationship data. 
Recognition Data. The number of prototypical and non-prototypical features 
recognized by participants was tabulated. As with the recall data, I did not expect to 
find any significant difference in recognition rates across prototypical and non-
prototypical features because recognition rates would simply reflect the strength of 
their memory. However, I did expect to find a significant difference in the number of 
prototypical features incorrectly identified as being presented (relative to non-
prototypical features incorrectly identified). This false recognition effect has been 
found in past prototype studies, and was expected in this study as well. The approach 





Results (Study 4) 
 Recall Data. For negative relationships, there were no differences in recall 
rates of prototypical and non-prototypical features, and no significant main effects for 
group or prototypicality (both Fs < 1 and ps > .10). However, there was a significant 
group x prototypicality interaction [F(1, 58)= 4.85, p = .03]. To understand this 
interaction effect, one-way ANOVAs were conducted on the two groups (n1, n2) 
separately. Results revealed no significant difference in recall rates of presented 
prototypical and non-prototypical features for either group [for group n1, F(1, 25) = 
2.46, p = .13; for group n2, F(1, 33) = 2.27, p = 1.42]. Contrary to our hypothesis, 
there was no significant difference in recall rates of prototypical and non-prototypical 
unpresented features of negative relationships [F(1, 58) = 1.57, p = .22]. There was 
also no significant main effect for group [F(1, 58) = 1.57, p = .22], and no significant 
group x prototypicality interaction (F (1, 58) = 1.57, p = .22]. On average, participants 
recalled 3.40 prototypical and 3.42 non-prototypical features. 
 For positive relationships, the results supported both hypotheses about the 
recall of prototypical and non-prototypical features. For the presented features, there 
were no significant main effects for group or prototypicality (both Fs < 1 and ps > 
.10) and no group x prototypicality interaction [F(1, 74) = .09, p = .77]. For the 
unpresented features, there was a significant main effect for prototypicality (F(1, 74) 
= 10.79, p = .002], but no significant main effect for group [F(1, 74) = 1.33, p = .25] 
or group x prototypicality interaction [F(1, 74) = 1.33, p = .25]. The magnitude of the 
main effect (partial eta square = .13) suggests a moderate to large effect size. On 
average, participants recalled 3.16 prototypical and 2.79 non-prototypical features. 
 Recognition Data. The results of the analyses revealed support for both 




negative relationships. For the presented features, there were no significant main 
effects for group or prototypicality (both Fs < 1 and ps > .10). There was also no 
significant interaction effect for group x prototypicality (F(1, 57) = 2.46, p = .12). For 
the unpresented features, there was a significant main effect for prototypicality [F(1, 
57) > 1, p = .02] but no significant main effect for group or the group by 
prototypicality interaction (both Fs <1 and ps > .10). The magnitude of the significant 
effect of prototypicality was moderate (partial eta squared = .09). Participants 
recognized an average of 7.41 prototypical and 7.25 non-prototypical features. 
 The hypotheses for the recognition of prototypical and non-prototypical 
features of positive relationships were also supported. For the presented features, 
there were no significant main effects for group [F(1, 69) = .31, p = .58] or 
prototypicality [F(1, 69) = 1.36, p = .25], and no significant interaction of the two 
variables [F(1, 69) = 1.40, p = .56]. However, for the features not presented, there was 
a significant main effect for prototypicality, F(1, 69) = 27.86, p = .00. The partial eta 
squared value of .29 indicates a large effect size. There was no significant main 
effects for either group [F(1, 69) = 2.64, p = .11] or the group by prototypicality 
interaction [F(1, 69) = .35, p = .56]. Respectively, the average number of prototypical 
and non-prototypical features recalled were 8.15 and 7.94. 
  
Discussion (Study 4) 
 This study was conducted to verify the structure of negative relationships and 
positive relationships by tapping on individuals’ memory biases. The findings from 
this study reveal that negative and positive relationships seem to have a prototype 
structure in which some features are more central to these relationships than others. 




central and peripheral items presented to them. This is in line with the argument that 
participants rely on their memory of what they have seen when recalling and 
recognizing presented items. Therefore, there should not be any difference between 
the recall and recognition of presented features that are central or peripheral. 
The findings also lend some support to the argument that when a certain 
prototype is activated, individuals are more likely to recall and recognize features that 
were not presented but are highly related to the concept (relative to features not 
presented and not central to the concept). Surprisingly, although I found support for 
this argument in the case of positive relationships, there was a high rate of false recall 
of negative relationship features that were not on the list. This finding may have been 
influenced by the stringent way in which recalled items were coded, and merits 
attention in future research. Taken together, however, the findings of this study 
suggest that both negative and positive relationships can be meaningfully studied and 
understood as prototype structures, and they suggest that these concepts are best 




CHAPTER 8: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 The focus of this dissertation is on understanding how working individuals 
conceptualize negative relationships in the workplace. The basic premise for 
undertaking this research endeavour is that a sound understanding of working 
individuals’ conceptualizations of negative relationships will enable researchers to 
develop grounded studies, the findings of which can be compared, integrated, and 
built upon in a cumulative manner. It was recognized at the outset of this dissertation 
that negative relationships play an important part in organizational life. Besides 
hampering the flow of resources, these relationships are strongly predictive of 
intentions to quit (Moerbeek, 2001) and poor performance (Xia, Yuan, & Gay, 2009). 
Despite the simplicity of the research question, the critical importance of this research 
is apparent. Looking back, we see the relevance of this research not only for 
improving our understanding of how working individuals conceptualize negative 
relationships, but also for making sense of why researchers have thus far been unable 
to achieve consensus on how to operationalize negative relationships. In this final 
chapter, I discuss the findings from the four studies and outline the key contributions 
from this research for researchers and managers. I then highlight some limitations of 
the studies and the possibilities for future research. 
 
Discussion 
At the start of this research, I was interested in finding out more about 
negative relationships and the types of negative relationships in the workplace. 
Having found limited consensus among scholars on the core qualities of negative 
relationships, I conducted preliminary field interviews with a selection of working 




descriptions of their daily experiences. Indeed, the diversity in people’s responses 
mirrored the diversity of scholarly perspectives. In light of this surprising finding, I 
focused my attention on research methodologies best suited for exploration of new 
and undeveloped concepts.  Prototype analysis is one such methodology from the 
field of social psychology that has been used successfully for the purpose of 
identifying those aspects most central to or prototypical of a new concept. I adopted 
this methodology for my dissertation work, addressing the question, “How can the 
content and internal structure of negative relationships be represented?” 
The four studies conducted for this research using the prototype methodology 
provide an answer to this question. Findings from Studies 1 and 2 demonstrated that 
an ordered set of descriptors of negative and positive relationships could be obtained 
from people in the workplace. These descriptors varied substantially in terms of the 
extent of their prototypicality and thus centrality to the experience of negative and 
positive relationships. Findings from Studies 3 and 4 demonstrated that the internal 
structure of the sets of ordered descriptors for negative and positive relationships is 
not random, and largely conforms to what prototype theory predicts. In Study 3, 
participants verified prototypical features more quickly than non-prototypical 
features, and made more errors when responding to true statements with non-
prototypical features as compared to those with prototypical features. This occurred 
for both negative and positive relationships. In Study 4, participants more frequently 
recognized prototypical features than non-prototypical features of both negative and 
positive relationships even when the features were not previously presented. They 
also recalled more unpresented prototypical features than non-prototypical features 
for positive relationships. Taken together, the findings of this research bring into 




Contribution to the Literature 
First and foremost, identification of the prototype structure of negative 
relationships advances scholarship in this domain by providing a framework of 
understanding that serves the practical research purposes of researchers and captures 
worker experiences with fidelity.  The value of a common language for researchers 
who study negative relationships cannot be overstated. Apart from convergence in this 
area, incommensurabilities across studies will remain and cumulative learning in this 
area will not be possible. 
Thus, the findings of this research actually substantiate the validity of 
measures that some scholars might have otherwise deemed spurious. For instance, 
Volker and Flap (2007) captured negative relationships by asking study participants to 
identify others who have been irritating. I found that this quality of being irritating is 
a central feature of negative relationships. However, it is also important to affirm that 
the quality of being irritating is just one of many central features of negative 
relationships. Measures of negative relationships that capture more than one central 
facet are likely to have greater validity. 
By the same token, the findings of this research bring into question the 
appropriateness of measures employed in other studies. An example, Labianca and 
Brass (2006) captured negative relationships with a measure of people to avoid, a 
quality not identified as prototypical for negative relationships. As mentioned in 
Chapter 2, although not a direct feature of negative relationships, avoidance is one 
strategy that people use to manage negative relationships (Adams, 2005). When 
practical constraints limit the number of items that can be used to measure constructs 
in social network research, it becomes incumbent on the researcher to firmly establish 




relationships, creation of a composite measure that incorporates more than one of the 
prototypical features of negative relationships would provide this needed assurance of 
construct validity. 
For scholars interested in more firmly establishing the discriminant validity of 
positive and negative relationships as distinct constructs, the findings of this research 
highlight aspects of overlap as well as difference. Whereas the findings reported by 
Wiseman and Duck (1995) suggest that negative and positive relationships have 
different dimensional structures (e.g., there are different levels of friendship, but there 
are no similar gradations of enemyships), my findings reveal that negative and 
positive relationships both have a fundamental prototypical structure to them. There 
are definite instances where features of negative relationships are aligned with 
features of positive relationships, as is the case for insincere (an attribute of negative 
relationships) and sincere (an attribute of positive relationships). However, there is 
also clear evidence of difference.  Some prototypical features of negative relationships 
have no counterpart in the ordered list of positive features, and some prototypical 
features of negative relationships (e.g., inflexible) can be matched at best with 
features on the non-prototypical list for positive relationships (e.g., flexible). Within 
organization science, overlapping constructs are not uncommon. Future research 
focused on establishing and testing a nomological network of relationships among 
constructs correlated with these two constructs will help us better establish the true 
level of their discriminant validity. 
 
Practical Implications 
 Interpersonal relationships have been increasingly recognized by leaders and 




relationships with leaders and co-workers or external relationships with customers, 
suppliers and other stakeholders. Employees are sent for training to develop their 
relationship skills under the guise of EQ, communication skills (e.g. Toastmasters), or 
networking sessions focused on building relationships. Inherent in this is an 
understanding that certain competencies are important for relationship building. The 
findings from this research have several implications for practice. 
Firstly, some workplace behaviours are unacceptable. The list of features of 
negative relationships yielded in this research gives managers a strong indication of 
what behaviours or attitudes are highly unacceptable to people and what behaviours 
and attitudes are marginally acceptable. HR systems (e.g. selection, training, 
compensation) can be used to minimize their presence in the workplace. For example, 
HR managers can engage in gatekeeping by having a checklist of unwanted 
behaviours at work and eliminating potential candidates who exhibit those 
behaviours. For existing employees, they can create ways to rid them of those 
unwanted behaviours and thereby helping them become better workers, better leaders. 
To reinforce the message that these behaviours are unwanted, punishment can be 
meted out to those who exhibit those behaviours. 
 Secondly, and similarly, the list of features of positive relationships 
distinguishes among behaviours or components that are highly valued and those that 
are not. Armed with this knowledge, managers can engage in similar practices to help 
employees build key competencies in areas that matter at work. Selection, training 
tools and compensation systems can be tailored to increase or maximize their 
presence in the workplace. 
 A third practical use of the findings of this prototype research might be in the 




positive relationships have a prototype structure which means that there is a core set 
of features which are more commonly shared but there are differences among 
individuals. Managers can ask each employee to create a personal template listing 
their own perceptions of negative and positive relationships. According to Horowitz 
and Turan (2008), a personal template reflects the individual’s associative meaning. 
This can be matched with the list of features and a discussion can ensue among the 
group to gain some consensus on what features of negative and positive relationships 
are central to the group or organization. This will not only help individual employees 
know the group consensus on the acceptability of various behaviours but also help the 
organization to create the culture that it wants. 
  
Limitations 
As with any study, choices concerning study design and participation 
necessarily have implications for the generalizability of research findings. Thus, for 
instance, the exclusive focus on working adults from a spectrum of industries is a 
strength of this research that affords considerable generalizability. However, given 
that participants are affiliated to the National University of Singapore in one way or 
another, it is also important to bear in mind that these findings are generalizable 
primarily to educated adults who are in white collar jobs. 
To obtain participation from working adults, it was necessary to conduct the 
experimental studies in a non-lab setting. Doing an experiment outside the laboratory 
naturally evokes the possibility of unnecessary interference and noise from 
environmental variables. In spite of this, significant results were found for Studies 3 
and 4. This suggests that the results of the test might be robust despite the possibility 





This research provides the foundations for future research in a number of 
important areas. As mentioned above, there are features that are polar opposites 
appearing on both prototype lists (e.g. sincere/insincere, flexible/inflexible), and the 
way they appear (overlap or distinct) begs the question of whether negative and 
positive relationships fall on a continuum or are orthogonal. Further clarification of 
the distinctions between negative and positive relationship prototypes can be 
conducted. Also, it would be good to examine likely antecedents and/or consequences 
of negative relationships. Research suggests that while positive relationships are 
important, negative relationships are also equally, or if not more, important. 
Prototype features can also be used as items within single-item or multi-item 
measures. They may be combined to form composite measures for use in social 
network studies, and the prototypical features can be used to develop dyad-specific 
multi-item measures of negative relationships. As described in Chapter 3, a prototype 
strategy has been found to be a statistically superior method for scale development 
(Broughton, 1984) as compared to other traditional methods. Building a scale from a 
set of prototypical features increases the validity of the measure. This has been 
successfully done in studies for other concepts (Harasymchuk & Fehr, 2011; Hofsess 
& Tracey, 2010). The same can be done for positive relationships as well. 
The prototype of negative relationships represents a common understanding of 
negative relationships from the perspective of working adults. However, different 
people may understand negative relationships differently, and how well they 
understand the common perception of negative relationships may impact how 
successfully they navigate the social terrain in organizations. Horowitz and Turan 




distance between an individual’s personal understanding of a concept and the actual 
prototype can be measured. A possible direction for future research would perhaps be 
examining whether people with templates that deviate from the prototype have 
different outcomes than those with more prototypical templates. 
Last but not least, future studies can examine whether the central features are 
different for supervisors, subordinates and peers. It can be reasonably expected that 
individuals have differing expectations of people whom they work with depending on 
the role that they play. For instance, a supervisor-subordinate relationship is very 
different from a peer-to-peer relationship at work. Comparing the prototypes across 
the different types of working relationships would be informing. 
 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, this research has examined the field of negative workplace 
relationships, with a focus on what negative relationships at work are and how 
working individuals conceptualize such relationships. The four studies conducted in 





Abecassis, M. (1999). I dislike you and you dislike me: Prevalence and developmental 
significance of mutual antipathies among preadolescents and adolescents. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota. 
Abecassis, M. (2003). I hate you just the way you are: Exploring the formation, 
maintenance, and need for enemies. In E. V. E. Hodges, & N. A. Card (Eds.), 
Enemies and the darker side of peer relations. New Directions for Child and 
Adolescent Development, No. 102, Winter (pp. 5-22). San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 
Adams, G. (2005). The cultural grounding of personal relationship: Enemyship in 
North American and West African worlds. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 88(6), 948-968. 
Beck, A. T. (1999). Prisoners of hate: The cognitive basis of anger, hostility and 
violence. New York: Harper Collins. 
Bijlstra, G., Hollanda, R. W., & Wigboldus, D. H. J. (2010). The social face of 
emotion recognition: Evaluations versus stereotypes. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 46, 657-663. 
Blatt, R. (2009). Tough love: How communal schemas and contracting practices build 
relational capital in entrepreneurial teams. Academy of Management Review, 
34(3), 533-551. 
Bolino, M. C., Turnley, W. H., & Bloodgood, J. M. (2002). Citizenship behavior and 
the creation of social capital in organizations. Academy of Management 
Review, 27, 141-160. 
Broughton, R. (1984). A prototype strategy for construction of personality scales. 




Cacioppo, J. T., & Gardner, W. L. (1999). Emotion. Annual Review of Psychology, 
50, 191-214. 
Cantor, N., & Mischel, W. (1977). Traits as prototypes: Effects on recognition 
memory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35(1), 38-48. 
Cantor, N., & Mischel, W. (1979). Prototypes in person perception. In L. Berkowitz 
(Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, vol. 12, (pp. 3-52). New 
York: Academic Press. 
Carver, C. S., Scheier, M. F., & Weintraub, J. K. (1989). Assessing coping strategies: 
A theoretically based approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
56(2), 267-283. 
Casciaro, T., & Lobo, M. S. (2005). Competent jerks, lovable fools and the formation 
of social networks. Harvard Business Review, June, 92-99. 
Casciaro, T., & Lobo, M. S. (2008). When competence is irrelevant: The role of 
interpersonal affect in task-related ties. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
53(4), 655-684. 
Chua, R. Y. J., Ingram, P., & Morris, M. W. (2008). From the head and the heart: 
Locating cognition- and affect-based trust in managers’ professional networks. 
Academy of Management Journal, 51(3), 436-452. 
Clark, L. A., & Watson, D. (1995). Constructing validity: Basic issues in objective 
scale development. Psychological Assessment, 7(3), 309-319. 
Fehr, B. (1982). Prototype categorization of emotion. Unpublished master’s thesis, 
University of British Columbia. 
Fehr, B. (1988). Prototype analysis of the concepts of love and commitment. Journal 




Fehr, B. (1993). How do I love thee? Let me consult my prototype. In S. Duck (Ed.), 
Individuals in relationships (pp. 87-120). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 
Fehr, B. (1999). Laypeople’s conceptions of commitment. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 76, 90-103. 
Fehr, B. (2004). Intimacy expectations in same-sex friendships: A prototype 
interaction-pattern model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
86(2), 265-284. 
Fehr, B. (2005). The role of prototypes in interpersonal cognition. In M. W. Baldwin 
(Ed.), Interpersonal cognition (pp. 180-206). New York: Guilford. 
Fehr, B., & Russell, J. A. (1984). Concept of emotion viewed from a prototype 
perspective. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 113(3), 464-486. 
Fehr, B., & Russell, J. A. (1991). The concept of love viewed from a prototype 
perspective. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(3), 425-438. 
Fehr, B., Russell, J. A., & Ward, L. M. (1982). Prototypicality of emotions: A 
reaction time study. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society, 20(5), 253-254. 
Fehr, B., & Sprecher, S. (2009). Prototype analysis of the concept of compassionate 
love. Personal Relationships, 16(3), 343-364. 
Fritz, J. M. H. (2002). How do I dislike thee? Let me count the ways. Management 
Communication Quarterly, 15(3), 410-438. 
Fritz, J. M. H. (2006). Typology of troublesome others at work: A follow-up 
investigation. In J. M. H. Fritz & B. L. Omdahl (Eds.), Problematic 




Gersick, C., Bartunek, J., & Dutton, J. (2000). Learning from academia: The 
importance of relationships in professional life. Academy of Management 
Journal, 43(6), 1026-1045. 
Gifford, R. (2008). Social evaluation theory. Unpublished manuscript. 
Harasymchuk, C., & Fehr, B. (2011). Development of a prototype-based measure of 
relational boredom. Personal Relationships. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-
6811.2011.01346.x. 
Hassebrauck, M. (1997). Cognitions of relationship quality: A prototype analysis of 
their structure and consequences. Personal Relationships, 4(2), 163-185. 
Hofsess, C. D., & Tracey, T. J. G. (2010). Countertransference as a prototype: The 
development of a measure. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 57(1), 52-67. 
Holt, R. (1989). College students’ definitions and images of enemies. Journal of 
Social Issues, 45, 33-50. 
Homans, G. C. (1961). Social behavior: Its elementary forms. New York: Harcourt 
Brace & World. 
Horowitz, L. M., & Turan, B. (2008). Prototypes and personal templates: Collective 
wisdom and individual differences. Psychological Review, 115(4), 1054-1068. 
Ito, T. A., Larsen, J. T., Smith, N. K., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1998). Negative information 
weighs more heavily on the brain: The negativity bias in evaluative 
categorizations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(4), 887-
900. 
Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under 
risk. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society, 47(2), 263-291. 
Kearns, J. N., & Fincham, F. D. (2004). A prototype analysis of forgiveness. 




Knowles, E. D., Lowery, B. S., Schaumberg, R. L. (2010). Racial prejudice predicts 
opposition to Obama and his health care reform plan. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 46, 420-423. 
Labianca, G., & Brass, D. J. (2006). Exploring the social ledger: Negative 
relationships and negative asymmetry in social networks in organizations. 
Academy of Management Review, 31, 596-614. 
Labianca, G., Brass, D. J., & Gray, B. (1998). Social networks and perceptions of 
intergroup conflict: The role of negative relationships and third parties. 
Academy of Management Journal, 41, 55-67. 
Lambert, N. M., Graham, S. M., & Fincham, F. D. (2009). A prototype analysis of 
gratitude: Varieties of gratitude experiences. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 35(9), 1193-1207. 
Larsen, J. T., Hemenover, S. H., Norris, C. J., & Cacioppo, J. T. (2003). Turning 
adversity to advantage: On the virtues of the coactivation of positive and 
negative emotions. In L. G. Aspinwall & U. M. Staudinger (Eds.), A 
psychology of human strengths: Perspectives on an emerging field (pp. 211-
226). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 
Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping. New York: 
Springer. 
Maoz, Z., & Mor, B. D. (2002). Bound by struggle: The strategic evolution of 
enduring rivalries. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 
Maoz, Z., Terris, L. G., Kuperman, R. D., & Talmud, I. (2007). What is the enemy of 
my enemy? Causes and consequences of imbalanced international relations, 




McCormick, J. P. (2007). Irrational choice and mortal combat as political destiny: The 
essential Carl Schmitt. Annual Review of Political Science, 10, 315-339. 
Mervis, C. B., & Rosch, E. (1981). Categorization of natural objects. Annual Review 
of Psychology, 32(1), 89-115. 
Middents, G. (1994). Psychological perspectives on enemy making. Organization 
Development Journal, 4, 44-47. 
Moerbeek, H. H. S. (2001). Friends and foes in the occupational career. The 
influence of sweet and sour social capital on the labour market. Dissertation, 
Catholic University of Nijmegen, The Netherlands. 
Moerbeek, H. H. S., & Need, A. (2003). Enemies at work: Can they hinder your 
career? Social Networks, 25, 67-82. 
Regan, P. C., Kocan, E. R., & Whitlock, T. (1998). Ain't love grand! A prototype 
analysis of the concept of romantic love. Journal of Social and Personal 
Relationships, 15(3), 411-420. 
Rieber, R., & Kelly, R. (1991). Substance and shadow: Images of the enemy. In R. 
Rieber (Ed.), The psychology of war and peace: The image of the enemy, (pp. 
3-39). New York: Plenum. 
Rosch, E. (1973). Natural categories. Cognitive Psychology, 4, 328-350. 
Rosenberg, S., & Sedlak, A. (1972). Structural representations of perceived 
personality trait relationships. In A. K. Romney, R. N. Shepard, & S. Nerlove 
(Eds.), Multidimensional scaling: Theory and application in the behavioural 
sciences, vol. 2 (pp. 133-162). New York: Seminar Press. 
Rourke, J. (2008). Enemies. Unpublished manuscript. 
Russell, J. A., & Fehr, B. (1994). Fuzzy concepts in a fuzzy hierarchy: Varieties of 




Sawang, S., Oei, T. P. S., Goh, Y. W., Mansoer, W., Markhum, E., & Ranawake, D. 
(2010). Confirmatory factor analysis of the Way of Coping Checklist-Revised 
(WCCL-R) in the Asian context. Applied Psychology: An International 
Review, 59(2), 202-219. 
Shalit, B. (1988). The psychology of conflict and combat. New York: Praeger. 
Sharpsteen, D. J. (1993). Romantic jealousy as an emotion concept: A prototype 
analysis. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 10(1), 69-82. 
Sluss, D. M., & Ashforth, B. E. (2007). Relational identity and identification: 
Defining ourselves through work relationships. Academy of Management 
Review, 32(1), 9-32. 
Stahl, C. (2006). Software for generating psychological experiments. Experimental 
Psychology, 53, 218-232. 
Stybel, M., & Peabody, L. J. (2005). Friend, foe, ally, adversary…or something else? 
MIT Sloan Management Review, 46(4), 13-16. 
Tagiuri, R. (1958). Social preference and its perception. In R. Tagiuri & L. Petrullo 
(Eds.), Person perception and interpersonal behavior (pp. 316-336). Stanford, 
CA: Stanford University Press. 
Taylor, S. E. (1991). Asymmetrical effects of positive and negative events: The 
mobilization-minimization hypothesis. Psychological Bulletin, 110, 67-85. 
Thibaut, J. W., & Kelley, H. H. (1959). The social psychology of groups. New York: 
Wiley. 
Thoits, P. A. (1983). Multiple identities and psychological well-being: A 
reformulation and test of the social isolation hypothesis. American 




Thompson, W. R. (2001). Identifying rivals and rivalries in world politics. 
International Studies Quarterly, 45(4), 557-586. 
Tidwell, A. (1998). Conflict resolved? A critical assessment of conflict resolution. 
London & New York: Pinter. 
Tsai, W., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital and value creation: The role of 
intrafirm networks. Academy of Management Journal, 41(4), 464-476. 
Venkataramani, V. (2008). When do others matter? The impact of dyadic social 
relationships on fairness judgments. Dissertation, Purdue University Graduate 
School. 
Volker, B. G. M. & Flap, H. D. (2007). Foes at work: On the evolution of negative 
relationships. Paper presented at International Sunbelt Social Network 
Conference XXVII: Corfu Island, Greece (May 1-6). 
White, H. C. (1961). Management conflict and sociometric structure. American 
Journal of Sociology, 67, 185-199. 
Wiseman, J. P., & Duck, S. W. (1995). Having and managing enemies: A very 
challenging relationship. In S. W. Duck & J. T. Wood (Eds.), Confronting 
relationship challenges, (pp. 43-72). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Xia, L., Yuan, Y. C., & Gay, G. (2009). Exploring negative group dynamics: 
Adversarial network personality and performance in project groups. 





Table 1: List of Conceptualizations of Negative Relationships (1/3) 
Terms Used Definitions 
Enemy “a kind of relationship in which negative feelings and actions are 
part and parcel of the ongoing daily nature of the relationship” 
(Wiseman & Duck, 1995) 
 
“For enmity, dislike is a necessary but not sufficient condition, 
since it is possible to dislike someone more than anyone else and 
not regard that person as an enemy (Abecassis, 1999). Thus, being 
enemies constitutes the most extreme or intense form of antipathy 
characterized by hatred rather than mere dislike.” (Abecassis, 
2003: 8) 
 
“Conceptually, theorizing about the nature of enemies is well 
elaborated, suggesting that enemies are dangerous, malicious, and 
unfriendly peers who engage in hostile acts or pose a significant 
danger or threat to well-being, aims, and goals, while enduring 
different beliefs and values (Holt, 1989; Middents, 1994; Shalit, 
1988). An enemy’s gain is perceived to be our loss (Shalit, 1988; 
Beck, 1999). Because enemies dominate one another’s actions, 
thoughts and feelings, members of these dyads feel preoccupied 
with feelings of fear and hatred for one’s enemy (Rieber and 
Kelly, 1991).” (Abecassis, 2003: 8) 
 
“…personal relationship of hatred and malice in which one person 
desires another person’s downfall or attempts to sabotage another 
person’s progress” (Adams, 2005: 948) 
 
“…is someone who continually works against another person’s 
interests regardless of the circumstances. In other words, the 
relationship is one of unconditional antagonism.” (Stybel & 
Peabody, 2005: 13) 
 
“a state considers another state as an actual or potential enemy to 
the extent that it perceives the latter’s intentions or actions as 
threatening the focal state’s interests. These expectations may be 
based on a history of conflict, or an anticipation of future 
hostility.” (Maoz, Terris, Kuperman, & Talmud, 2007: 101) 
 
“international enmity refers to the perception or anticipation of 
hostility based on a history of past militarized conflict between 
states” (Maoz, Terris, Kuperman, & Talmud, 2007: 101) 
 
“The enemy is the embodiment of the alternative, ‘different and 
alien’, way of being, one that simply in its difference 




Table 1: List of Conceptualizations of Negative Relationships (2/3) 
Antipathy “Antipathy is a term used to refer to a broad category of 
relationships, rooted in dislike and aversion, in which two peers 
reciprocally dislike one another” (Abecassis, 2003: 5) 
 
“Antipathies…are best regarded as a superordinate class that 
encompasses a variety of relationship that may include (but are 
not limited to) the following types: some bully-victim dyads, 
rivals or competitors, former friends, and children who simply 




“The term mutual antipathy has been used to describe a broad 
category of relationships whose unifying characteristic is a basis 
of reciprocal dislike” (Abecassis, 2003: 6) 
 
Foe “…foes are defined as ‘people who have hindered ego’ (in some 
way) in the past and/or might be willing to hinder ego (in some 
way) in the future’. (Moerbeek, 2001: 34) 
 
Adversary “Adversaries will work against someone because their self-
interests conflict with the other person’s interests. (Stybel & 
Peabody, 2005: 14) 
 
Opponent “An opponent is very different from an enemy, in that an 
opponent is not a value-laden being, such as Pol Pot. Rather, an 
opponent is simply an actor making choices, against which 
another party makes choices in an effort to gain their particular 
desired outcome.” (Tidwell, 1998:126) 
 
Rival Used interchangeably with challenger in Gifford (2008) 
 
“Definitions of enduring rivalries suggest that ‘Actors categorize 
other actors in their environments. Some are friends, others are 
enemies. Threatening enemies who are also adjudged to be 
competitors in some sense, as opposed to irritants or simply 
problems are branded as rivals’(cf. Thompson, 2001: 561-2). 
Maoz and Mor (2002: 5-6) identify enduring rivalries by: (1) an 
outstanding set of unresolved issues; (2) strategic interdependence 
– mutual perceptions of security threats; (3) psychological 
manifestation of enmity – suspicion, demonization, and hatred; 
and (4) repeated militarized conflict.” (Maoz, Terris, Kuperman, 
& Talmud, 2007: 101) 
 












“An overwhelming majority, 89.4%, stated that enemies and 
competitors are different. Many indicated that although enemies 
and competitors are similar (both challenge us), a competitor is a 
rival for only a short time, in a very specific aspect of life, and 
unlike an enemy, does not wish you harm. In addition, many 
participants stated that a competitive relationship is one of 




“An enduring, recurring set of negative judgments, feelings, and 






Table 2: List of Central and Peripheral Features Elicited (Negatives) (1/3) 
Features of Negative Relationships Mean SD Prototypicality 
backstabbing   5.94 1.48 Central 
untrustworthy   5.77 1.55 Central 
unethical   5.70 1.81 Central 
dishonest   5.69 1.69 Central 
steals credit   5.59 1.70 Central 
irresponsible   5.58 1.55 Central 
does not honor promises/commitments   5.54 1.44 Central 
distrust   5.53 1.55 Central 
unfair   5.51 1.50 Central 
abusive    5.48 1.88 Central 
finger-pointing 5.47 1.68 Central 
political   5.41 1.71 Central 
bully   5.40 1.69 Central 
insincere   5.36 1.61 Central 
shirks work/responsibility   5.33 1.62 Central 
unprofessional   5.32 1.66 Central 
arrogant   5.27 1.57 Central 
no action, talk only (NATO)   5.27 1.47 Central 
selfish   5.27 1.57 Central 
shouts at you   5.27 1.85 Central 
unwilling to admit mistakes  5.22 1.49 Central 
disrespectful   5.20 1.70 Central 
hinders   5.20 1.57 Central 
unsupportive   5.17 1.49 Central 
talks bad about others   5.16 1.62 Central 
inflexible   5.11 1.48 Central 
no sense of ownership   5.10 1.53 Central 
unreasonable   5.10 1.65 Central 
inconsiderate   5.09 1.57 Central 
bootlicker   5.07 1.55 Central 
closed-minded 5.07 1.56 Central 
incompetent   5.06 1.54 Central 
not transparent   5.00 1.53 Central 
condescending   4.96 1.66 Central 
lacks human relations skills   4.96 1.62 Central 
miscommunication   4.95 1.37 Central 
one-way communication 4.95 1.39 Central 
poor person-job fit 4.95 1.54 Central 
tries to control other people by telling them what 
to do   4.95 1.66 Central 




Table 2: List of Central and Peripheral Features Elicited (Negatives) (2/3) 
Features of Negative Relationships Mean SD Prototypicality 
angry   4.89 1.53 Central 
judgmental   4.89 1.33 Central 
unappreciative   4.89 1.60 Central 
poor listener   4.86 1.55 Central 
unreceptive   4.86 1.46 Central 
egoistic   4.84 1.68 Central 
irritating   4.84 1.52 Central 
territorial   4.84 1.58 Central 
unresponsive   4.84 1.49 Central 
inability to admit ignorance   4.83 1.56 Median 
lacks EQ   4.81 1.67 Median 
uncaring   4.81 1.43 Peripheral 
bad email etiquette   4.80 1.55 Peripheral 
complaining   4.80 1.48 Peripheral 
not understanding   4.80 1.67 Peripheral 
unfriendly   4.80 1.53 Peripheral 
argumentative   4.79 1.72 Peripheral 
pushy   4.78 1.64 Peripheral 
unhelpful   4.78 1.57 Peripheral 
calculative   4.77 1.75 Peripheral 
lazy   4.77 1.78 Peripheral 
sarcastic   4.77 1.85 Peripheral 
uncommunicative   4.77 1.47 Peripheral 
indecisive   4.75 1.38 Peripheral 
jealous   4.74 1.54 Peripheral 
defensive   4.73 1.56 Peripheral 
insensitive   4.73 1.52 Peripheral 
unrealistic   4.73 1.49 Peripheral 
aggressive   4.72 1.49 Peripheral 
appearing to be someone they are not   4.70 1.58 Peripheral 
temperamental   4.70 1.51 Peripheral 
abuses company resources   4.69 1.71 Peripheral 
has an agenda   4.68 1.82 Peripheral 
petty   4.68 1.71 Peripheral 
boastful   4.67 1.52 Peripheral 
avoiding   4.64 1.35 Peripheral 
incompatible   4.64 1.68 Peripheral 
ambiguous   4.62 1.35 Peripheral 
tries to get ahead of others   4.62 1.78 Peripheral 





Table 2: List of Central and Peripheral Features Elicited (Negatives) (3/3) 
Features of Negative Relationships Mean SD Prototypicality 
lacks communication skills   4.58 1.58 Peripheral 
lacks initiative   4.56 1.46 Peripheral 
self-righteous 4.54 1.49 Peripheral 
insecure   4.53 1.51 Peripheral 
attention-seeker   4.52 1.60 Peripheral 
talks nonsense   4.51 1.61 Peripheral 
tardy   4.51 1.44 Peripheral 
fickle   4.48 1.50 Peripheral 
careless   4.46 1.47 Peripheral 
complacent   4.42 1.47 Peripheral 
impatient   4.37 1.52 Peripheral 
critical   4.33 1.75 Peripheral 
nosy   4.32 1.66 Peripheral 
stupid   4.30 1.75 Peripheral 
unhappy   4.26 1.56 Peripheral 
loud   4.21 1.54 Peripheral 
pessimistic   4.21 1.64 Peripheral 
demanding   4.17 1.77 Peripheral 
emotional   4.17 1.56 Peripheral 




Table 3: List of Central and Peripheral Features Elicited (Positives) (1/3) 
Features of Positive Relationships Mean SD Prototypicality 
honest  6.05 1.00 Central 
trust  6.03 1.19 Central 
has integrity  6.01 1.25 Central 
responsible  5.94 0.97 Central 
reliable  5.90 1.12 Central 
respect  5.83 1.11 Central 
good leader  5.81 1.28 Central 
protects confidences  5.81 1.01 Central 
genuine  5.78 1.22 Central 
work well together  5.78 1.30 Central 
professional  5.77 1.16 Central 
sincere  5.76 1.17 Central 
approachable  5.74 1.05 Central 
committed  5.72 0.99 Central 
fair  5.72 1.25 Central 
helps one to grow and develop at work  5.70 1.29 Central 
supportive  5.67 1.12 Central 
shows appreciation  5.66 1.11 Central 
constructive  5.65 1.14 Central 
cooperative  5.64 1.12 Central 
considerate  5.63 1.12 Central 
responsive  5.63 0.97 Central 
helpful  5.60 1.17 Central 
has high EQ  5.59 1.33 Central 
good communication  5.58 1.16 Central 
walks the talk  5.58 1.33 Central 
competent  5.57 1.00 Central 
reasonable  5.57 1.15 Central 
motivated  5.55 1.23 Central 
open  5.55 1.17 Central 
understanding  5.55 1.34 Central 
listens  5.53 1.08 Central 
goes the extra mile  5.51 1.26 Central 
team player  5.51 1.32 Central 
willing to learn  5.50 1.26 Central 
encouraging  5.49 1.21 Central 
get along well with each other  5.48 1.48 Central 
communicative  5.45 1.21 Central 
has initiative  5.43 1.17 Central 





Table 3: List of Central and Peripheral Features Elicited (Positives) (2/3) 
Features of Positive Relationships Mean SD Prototypicality 
proactive  5.42 1.17 Central 
sharing  5.42 1.15 Central 
caring  5.40 1.19 Central 
thoughtful  5.38 1.29 Central 
unselfish  5.38 1.18 Central 
friendly  5.37 1.22 Median 
knowledgeable  5.37 1.17 Median 
tactful  5.37 1.30 Median 
sensible  5.36 1.21 Peripheral 
does not micro-manage 5.35 1.45 Peripheral 
does not finger-point 5.34 1.61 Peripheral 
receptive  5.34 1.14 Peripheral 
flexible  5.33 1.10 Peripheral 
hardworking  5.33 1.19 Peripheral 
give and take  5.31 1.36 Peripheral 
empathetic  5.30 1.34 Peripheral 
loyal  5.30 1.36 Peripheral 
engaging  5.28 1.17 Peripheral 
objective  5.28 1.37 Peripheral 
productive  5.28 1.16 Peripheral 
tolerant  5.28 1.29 Peripheral 
polite  5.23 1.26 Peripheral 
role model  5.23 1.44 Peripheral 
decisive  5.22 1.18 Peripheral 
optimistic  5.22 1.27 Peripheral 
intelligent  5.21 1.15 Peripheral 
not petty  5.21 1.26 Peripheral 
dynamic  5.19 1.20 Peripheral 
accommodating  5.17 1.14 Peripheral 
amicable  5.17 1.40 Peripheral 
humble  5.17 1.25 Peripheral 
kind  5.15 1.39 Peripheral 
patient  5.15 1.22 Peripheral 
not political  5.14 1.48 Peripheral 
far-sighted 5.12 1.31 Peripheral 
not calculative  5.10 1.30 Peripheral 
determined  5.07 1.23 Peripheral 
non-judgmental 5.07 1.36 Peripheral 
has a sense of humor  5.03 1.31 Peripheral 





Table 3: List of Central and Peripheral Features Elicited (Positives) (3/3) 
Features of Positive Relationships Mean SD Prototypicality 
generous  4.99 1.30 Peripheral 
cheerful  4.98 1.32 Peripheral 
creative  4.98 1.43 Peripheral 
sensitive  4.98 1.41 Peripheral 
having a personal relationship  4.86 1.46 Peripheral 
independent  4.86 1.42 Peripheral 
have fun together  4.85 1.52 Peripheral 
analytical  4.77 1.33 Peripheral 
have something in common  4.69 1.32 Peripheral 
easy-going 4.66 1.34 Peripheral 
detailed  4.65 1.30 Peripheral 





Appendix 1: Study 1 Invitation Letter to BBA Alumni 
 
Dear BBA Alumni, 
 
This is Dan McAllister from NUS-BIZ. Some of you remember me from one of your MNO 
courses; others probably graduated even before I joined NUS in 2002. I trust that your 
memories of NUS are positive, and that you are finding fulfillment in your work and life. 
 
Our work experiences, especially those that involve people, do not always fit nicely with 
textbook solutions—this is probably the first lesson we learn after graduation! You have 
probably learned much since you left NUS to move ahead with your career—our work 
experiences don’t always fit nicely with textbook solutions. Angeline Lim, PhD Candidate 
and fellow BBA alumnus, and I want to learn from you about how you get along with 
others and get things done at work. This study is entitled ‘Sweet and Sour 
Relationships at Work.’ 
 
I’m writing to ask for 10-15 minutes of your time to complete a brief survey. You’ll be 
contributing to important research, and you get several chances to WIN GREAT PRIZES 
for participating! We have S$50 SHOPPING VOUCHERS as well as a S$600 TRAVEL 
VOUCHER to give away! Here’s the deal*: 
 
Draw: Prizes: 
Early Bird Bonus Draw 
(Exclusive to the first 50 participants!) 
S$50 Shopping Voucher 
Study Participation Draw S$50 Shopping Voucher 
Grand Draw S$600 Travel Voucher 
 
Help us out right now, here’s our link to the study: 
http://new.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_SS=6SGbxAREknbqkXG_6fbhRHQD2lvHmqE 
 
Please be assured that your survey responses will be anonymous and kept confidential. 
This research has received Departmental Ethics Review Committee Approval. More 
information about the study is found in the attached Participant Information Sheet. 
Angeline (angeline.lim@nus.edu.sg; +65 97831121) will be happy to answer any other 
questions about the study. 
 
Thanks again for participating in this study. I do like to hear from my former students, 








* 1) Shopping and travel vouchers will be obtained for you from a shop/travel agent of your choice, subject 
to availability of gift vouchers at the store; 2) Grand Draw will take place upon completion of the series of 
































































1. Aggressive: (a) acting with force and determination in order to succeed; (b)  
angry, and behaving in a threatening way; ready to attack 
 
AMBIGUOUS 
1. Ambiguous: not clearly stated or defined 
2. Does not clearly define expectations 
3. Gives vague instructions 
 
AMBITIOUS 




1. Anger: the strong feeling you have when something has happened that you 
think is bad and unfair 
2. Angry: having strong feelings about something that you dislike very much or 
about an unfair situation 
 
ANNOYING 
1. Annoying: making somebody feel slightly angry (syn. Irritating) 
2. Irritating: annoying somebody, especially by something you continuously do 
or by something that continuously happens 
 
ARGUMENTATIVE 
1. Argumentative: likes arguing or often starts arguing 
2. Arguments: conversations or discussions in which two or more people 
disagree, often angrily 
3. Quarrelsome: liking to argue with other people (syn. Argumentative) 
 
ARROGANT 
1. Arrogant: behaving in a proud, unpleasant way, showing little thought for 
other people 
2. Proud: feeling that you are better and more important than other people (syn. 
Arrogant) 
                                                 
7
 Note that the definitions were obtained from http://www.oxfordadvancedlearnersdictionary.com/ 
unless otherwise specified. 
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Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (2/17) 
ATTENTION-SEEKER 
1. Attention-seeker: a person who is constantly trying to get attention8 
2. Always looking for opportunities to hog the limelight: always looking for 
opportunities to take the attention away from other people 
 
AUNTIE 
1. Auntie: a colloquial term referring to someone who exhibits behaviour typical 
of a Singaporean middle-aged woman, usually very kiasu (overly afraid of 
losing out), kiasi (overly afraid of getting into trouble), keh kiang (tries to be a 
know-it-all even though he/she might be rather ignorant of facts), keh poh 





1. Autocratic: expecting to be obeyed by other people and does not care about 
their opinions or feelings 
2. Authoritative: showing that you expect people to obey and respect you 
3. Rules with an iron fist: treats people severely 
 
AVOID 
1. Avoid: to keep away from somebody/something; to try not to do something 
 
BACKSTABBING 
1. Back-stabbing: the action of criticizing someone when they are not there, 
while pretending to be their friend at other times 
 
BETRAY 
1. Betray: to hurt somebody who trusts you, especially by not being loyal or 
faithful to them 
 
BIASED 
1. Biased: having the tendency to show favour towards or against one group of 
people or one opinion for personal reasons; making unfair judgments 
2. Prejudice: an unreasonable dislike of or preference for a person, group, 
custom, etc, especially when it is based on their race, religion, sex, etc 
 
BITTER 




1. Boastful: talking about yourself in a very proud way 
 
                                                 
8
 This term cannot be found in the dictionaries, but I have put together a definition based on existing 
definitions of the word “attention” and “seeker”.  
9
 There isn’t a proper definition for this term as it is used colloquially. A definition of “auntie” can be 
found at http://www.singlishdictionary.com/ but it does not adequately describe how this term might be 
used by the respondent in this context. 
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Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (3/17) 
BOOTLICKER 
1. Bootlicker: a person who is too friendly to somebody in authority and is 
always ready to do what they want 




3. Suck up: to try to please somebody in authority by praising them too much, 
helping them, etc., in order to gain some advantage for yourself 
 
BORING 
1. Boring: not interesting; making you feel tired and impatient 
 
BULLY 
1. Bully: to frighten or hurt a weaker person; to use your strength or power to 
make somebody do something 
2. Use their higher rank or position to bully you 




1. Bureaucratic: connected with a bureaucracy or bureaucrats and involving 
complicated official rules which may seem unnecessary 
 
CALCULATIVE 
1. Calculative: good at planning things so that you have an advantage, without 
caring about other people (listed in the dictionary as calculating) 
 
CARELESS 
1. Careless: not giving enough attention or thought to what you are doing, so that 
you make mistakes 
2. Sloppy: that shows a lack of care, thought or effort 
3. Not putting in due effort 
 
CHILDISH 
1. Childish: behaving in a stupid or silly way (syn. Immature) 
 
CLIQUES 
1. Cliques: small groups of people who spend their time together and do not 
allow others to join them 
 
COERCIVE 
1. Coercive: using force or the threat of force 
 
COMPETITIVE 
1. Competitive: trying very hard to be better than other 
2. Personal agenda to get ahead 





Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (4/16) 
COMPLACENT 
1. Complacent: too satisfied with yourself or with a situation, so that you do not 
feel that any change is necessary; showing or feeling complacency 
2. Stagnant: not developing, growing or changing 
 
COMPLAINING 
1. Complaining: saying that you are annoyed, unhappy or not satisfied about 
somebody/something 
2. Griping: complaining about something 
 
CONDESCENDING 
1. Condescending: behaving as though you are more important and more 
intelligent than other people 
 
CONFRONTATIONAL 
1. Confrontational: tending to deal with people in an aggressive way that is likely 
to cause arguments, rather than discussing things with them 
 
COWARD 
1. Coward: a person who is not brave or who does not have the courage to do 
things that other people do not think are especially difficult 
 
CREDIT-HUNGRY 






1. Critical: expressing disapproval of somebody/something and saying what you 
think is bad about them 
2. Overcritical: too critical 
 
CURT 
1. Curt: appearing rude because very few words are used, or because something 
is done in a very quick way (syn. Abrupt, brusque) 
 
CUT-THROAT 




1. Defensive: behaving in a way that shows that you feel that people are 
criticizing you 
 
                                                 
11
 This term was not found in the dictionary. The definition is a combination of the definitions of credit 
in the Oxford Advanced Learners’ Dictionary and the Merriam-Webster Dictionary. 
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Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (5/17) 
DEMANDING 




1. Depressed: very sad and without hope 
 
DESTRUCTIVE 
1. Destructive: causing destruction or damage 
 
DIRECT 




1. Disconnect(ed): not related or unconnected with the things or people around 
 
DISHONEST 
1. Dishonest: not honest; intending to deceive people 
2. Untruthful: saying things that you know are not true 
3. Liar: a person who tells lies 
4. Lie: to say or write something that you know is not true 
 
DISORGANIZED 
1. Disorganized: badly planned; not able to plan or organize well 
 
DISRESPECTFUL 
1. Rude: having or showing a lack of respect for other people and their feelings 
(syn. Impolite) 
2. Disrespectful: a lack of respect for somebody or something 
3. Impolite: Not polite 
4. Abusive: rude and offensive, criticizing rudely and unfairly 
 
DISTRUST 
1. Distrust: a feeling of not being able to trust somebody or something 
2. Distrustful 
3. Lacks trust: does not have the belief that somebody/something is good, 
sincere, honest, etc. and will not try to harm or trick you 
 
DOMINEERING 
1. Dominant: more important, powerful or noticeable than other things 
2. Domineering: trying to control other people without considering their wishes, 
opinions or feelings 
3. Overbearing: trying to control other people in an unpleasant way (syn. 
Domineering) 




Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (6/17) 
DOUBLE STANDARD 
1. Double standard(s in work and managing people): a rule or moral principle 
that is unfair because it is used in one situation, but not in another, or because 
it treats one group of people differently from another 
 
EDGY 
1. Edgy: nervous, especially about what might happen 
 
EGOISTIC 
1. Egoistic: thinks that you are better or more important than anyone else 
 
EMOTIONAL 
1. Emotional: showing strong emotions, sometimes in a way that other people 
think is unnecessary 
 
ENVIOUS 
1. Envious: wanting to be in the same position as somebody else 
 
EQ: EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE 
1. Emotional intelligence (lack of, no, low): does not have the ability to 
understand your emotions and those of other people and to behave 
appropriately in different situations 
2. Emotionally immature: no definition but maturity is listed as one of the 





1. Fake: not genuine, appearing to be somebody he/she is not 
2. Hypocrite: a person who pretends to have moral standards or opinions that 
they do not actually have 
3. Insincere: saying or doing something that you do not really mean or believe 
 
FAULT-FINDING 
1. Fault-finding: the act of looking for faults in somebody/something 
 
FAVORITISM 
1. Favoritism: the act of unfairly treating one person better than others because 
you like them better 
 
FICKLE-MINDED 
1. Fickle: often changing their mind in an unreasonable way so that you cannot 
rely on them 
 
                                                 
12
 Carrothers, R. M., Gregory, S. W., & Gallagher, T. J. (2000). Measuring emotional intelligence of 
medical school applicants. Academic Medicine, 75(5), 456-463. 
95 
  
Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (7/17) 
FINGER-POINTING 






1. Free-rider: a person who obtains benefits at another’s expense or without the 
usual cost or effort 
 
FRUSTRATION 
1. Frustration: the feeling of being frustrated (i.e. annoyed and impatient because 
you cannot do or achieve what you want) 
 
GLUM 
1. Glum: sad, quiet and unhappy 
 
GOSSIP 
1. Gossip: to talk about other people’s private lives, often in an unkind way 
2. Rumor-monger: a person who spreads rumors (i.e. a piece of information, or a 
story, that people talk about, but that may not be true) 
3. Bad-mouth: to say unpleasant things about somebody 
4. Talks bad about others 
 
GREEDY 
1. Greedy: wanting more money, power, food, etc than you really need 
 
GRUMPY 
1. Grumpy: bad-tempered 
2. Bad-tempered: often angry; in an angry mood 
3. Moody: bad-tempered or upset, often for no particular reason (syn. Grumpy) 
 
HAS HIDDEN AGENDA 
1. Hidden agenda: the secret intention behind what somebody says or does 




3. Machiavellian: using clever plans to achieve what you want, without people 
realizing what you are doing (syn. Cunning, unscrupulous) 
4. Conniving: behaving in a way that secretly hurts others or deliberately fails to 
prevent others from being hurt 
5. Scheming: often planning secretly to do something for your own advantage, 
especially by cheating other people 
 
 







Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (8/17) 
HEADSTRONG 




1. Hinder: to make it difficult for somebody to do something or for something to 
happen 
2. Delays progress of projects 
3. Provides incorrect information to mess up your decisions 
4. Sitting on things 
 
HURTFUL 
1. Hurtful: making you feel upset and offended 
 
IMPATIENT 
1. Impatient: (a) annoyed or irritated by somebody or something, especially 
because you have to wait a long time; (b) wanting to do something soon; 
wanting something to happen soon 
2. Immediate attention 
 
IMMORAL 
1. Immoral: not considered to be good or honest by most people 
 
INCOMPATIBLE 
1. Incompatible: two people who are very different from each other and so are 
not able to live or work happily together 
 
INCOMPETENT 
1. Incompetent: not having the skill or ability to do your job or a task as it should 
be done 
2. Ineffective: not achieving what you want to achieve; not having any effect 
3. Inefficient: not doing a job well and not making the best use of time, money, 
energy, etc 
4. Inept: acting or done with no skill 
 
INCONSIDERATE 
1. Inconsiderate: not giving enough thought to other people’s feelings or needs 
 
INDECISIVE 
1. Indecisive: unable to make decisions 
 
INDIFFERENT 
1. Indifferent: having or showing no interest in somebody/something 
 
INDIVIDUALISTIC 
1. Individualistic: the quality of being different from other people and doing 




Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (9/17) 
INFLEXIBLE 
1. Inflexible: unwilling to change their decisions, opinions, etc or the way they 
do things 
2. Rigid: not willing to change their ideas or behaviour (syn. Inflexible) 
3. Dogmatic: being certain that your beliefs are right and that others should 
accept them, without paying attention  to evidence or other opinions 
4. Stubborn: determined not to change your opinion or attitude (syn. Obstinate) 
 
INSECURE 
1. Insecure: not confident about yourself or your relationships with other people 
 
INSENSITIVE 
1. Insensitive: not realizing or caring how other people feel, and therefore likely 
to hurt or offend them (syn. Unsympathetic) 
 
INTERRUPTIVE 
1. Interruptive: to break in upon an action; especially: to break in with questions 





1. Intolerant: not willing to accept ideas or ways of behaving that are different 
from your own 
 
INTRUSIVE 
1. Intrusive: too noticeable, direct, etc in a way that is disturbing or annoying 
 
IRRESPONSIBLE 
1. Irresponsible: not thinking enough about the effects of what they do; not 
showing a feeling of responsibility (i.e. cannot be trusted or relied on) 
 
JEALOUSY 
1. Jealousy: a feeling of being angry or unhappy because you wish you had 
something that somebody else has (syn. Envious) 
 
JUDGMENTAL 
1. Judgmental: judging people and criticizing them too quickly 




1. Lacks initiative: unable to decide and act on your own without waiting for 
somebody to tell you what to do 
2. Not independent: not confident and free to do things without needing help 
from other people 
 





Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (10/17) 
LATE 
1. Late: arriving, happening or done after the expected, arranged or usual time 
 
LAZY 
1. Lazy: unwilling to work or be active; doing as little as possible (syn. Idle) 
2. People who will not do more than what is expected of them 
3. Doing minimum work to get by 
4. Loafer: a person who wastes their time rather than working 
 
LONER 




1. Loud: talking very loudly, too much, and in a way that is annoying 








1. Malinger: to pretend to be ill/sick, especially in order to avoid work 
 
MICROMANAGE 
1. Micromanage: to control every detail of a business, especially your 
employees’ work 
2. Questions everything that you do 
3. Controlling: a strong need to control people or circumstances in everyday 
matters (modified from a definition of “control freak”)16 






1. Miscommunication: failure to communicate clearly18 
2. Poor communication resulting in misunderstandings 
3. Communication breakdown 
 
MYOPIC 
1. Myopic: unable to see what the results of a particular action or decision will 
be; the inability to think about anything outside your own situation 
2. Too focused on the short run 









Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (11/17) 
NEGATIVE 
1. Negative: considering only the bad side of something/somebody; lacking 
enthusiasm or hope 
2. Pessimistic: expecting bad things to happen or something not to be successful; 
showing this 
3. Discouraging (attitudes): generally make people feel less confident or 
enthusiastic about doing something 
 
NITPICKING 
1. Nitpicking: the habit of finding small mistakes in somebody’s work or paying 
too much attention to small details that are not important 
 
NO ACTION, TALK ONLY (NATO)
19
 






1. No integrity: is not honest and does not have strong moral principles 
2. Lacks principles: does not have a moral rule or a strong belief that influences 
your actions 
3. Lacks moral values 
 
NON-CONSULTATIVE 
1. Non-consultative: does not give advice or make suggestions 
 
NON-TEAM PLAYER 
1. Non-team player: someone who is not good at working as a member of a team 
 
NOSY 
1. Nosy: too interested in things that do not concern you, especially other 
people’s affairs (syn. Inquisitive) 
 
NOT LEVEL-HEADED 
1. Not level-headed: not calm and sensible; unable to make good decisions even 
in difficult situations 
 
NOT UNDERSTANDING 
1. Not understanding: the inability to understand why people behave in a 




1. Obnoxious: extremely unpleasant, especially in a way that offends people 
 
 




 I cannot find a proper definition for this, so it is self-defined 
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Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (12/17) 
OPENNESS 
1. Openness: (a) the quality of being honest and not hiding information or 
feelings (ant. Reserved); (b) the quality of being able to think about, accept or 
listen to different ideas or people (ant. Narrow-minded) 
 
OVERLOADED 
1. Overloaded: given too much work to do21 
 
OVERPOWER 




1. Oversensitive: too easily upset or offended 
 
OVERSTEP AUTHORITY 
1. Overstep authority: to go beyond what is normal or allowed by people in 
positions of authority 
 
PASSIVE 
1. Passive: accepting what happens or what people do without trying to change 
anything or oppose them 
 
PERFECTIONIST 




1. Petty: caring too much about small and unimportant matters, especially when 
this is unkind to other people 
 
POLITICAL 
1. Political: concerned with power, status, etc., within an organization, rather 
than with matters of principle 
2. Office politics: matters concerned with getting or using power within a 
particular group or organization (in this case, the office) 
 
PREACHY 
1. Preachy: trying to give advice or to persuade people to accept an opinion on 
what is right and wrong 
 
PRESUMPTUOUS 
1. Assuming: pretentious, presumptuous22 
2. Presumptuous: too confident, in a way that shows lack of respect for other 
people 
                                                 
21





Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (13/17) 
PROCRASTINATE 
1. Procrastinate: to delay doing something that you should do, usually because 
you do not want to do it 
 
PUSHY 
1. Pushy: trying hard to get what you want, especially in a way that seems rude 
2. Expects people to give in to their requests all the time 
 
QUICK-TEMPERED 
1. Quick-tempered: likely to become angry very quickly 
2. Hot-tempered: tending to become very angry easily 
 
RESERVED/UNCOMMUNICATIVE 
1. Reserved: slow or unwilling to show feelings or express opinions 
2. Closed-up: a colloquial term referring to someone who is reserved, aloof and 
unwilling to interact with others 
3. Refusal to communicate: unwilling to express ideas and feelings or give 
people information 
4. Uncommunicative: not willing to talk to other people or give opinions 
5. No communication, keep to themselves 
6. Closed communication: (no specific definition found) 
7. Does not talk 
 
SARCASTIC 
1. Sarcastic: showing or expressing sarcasm (i.e. a way of using words that are 
the opposite of what you mean in order to be unpleasant to somebody or to 
make fun of them) 
 
SELF-RIGHTEOUS 
1. Holier-than-thou: showing that you think that you are morally better than other 
people (syn. Self-righteous) 
2. Self-righteous: feeling or behaving as if what you say or do is morally right, 
and other people are wrong 
 
SELFISH/SELF-CENTERED 
1. Selfish: caring only about yourself rather than about other people 
2. Self-centered: tending to think only about yourself and not the needs or 
feelings of other people 
 
SHIRKS RESPONSIBILITY/WORK 
1. Shirks: to avoid doing something that you should do, especially because you 
are too lazy 
2. Not doing fair share of work 
 
SHOUT 





Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (14/17) 
SHOW-OFF 
1. Show-off: a person who tries to impress other people by showing how good he 
or she is at doing something 
 
SHOWS ATTITUDE 
1. Shows attitude: shows confident, sometimes aggressive behaviour that shows 
you do not care about other people’s opinions and that you want to do things 
in an individual way 
 
SLIMY 
1. Slimy: polite and extremely friendly in a way that is not sincere or honest 
 
SNOBBISH 
1. Snobbish: thinking that having a high social class is very important; feeling 
that you are better than other people because you are more intelligent or like 
things that many people do not like 
 
STRINGS ATTACHED 






1. Stupid: slow to learn or understand things; not clever or intelligent 
2. Dense: stupid 
3. Slow to learn 
4. Slow to understand 
 
SUPERFICIAL RELATIONSHIPS 
1. Superficial relationships: relationships that are not concerned with anything 
serious or important and lacking any depth of understanding or feeling 
 
TACTLESS 
1. Tactless: saying or doing things that are likely to annoy or upset other people 
 
TALKATIVE 
1. Talkative: liking to talk a lot 
 





Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (15/17) 
TALKS NONSENSE 
1. Bird talk (kong chiao weh)24: translation of a Hokkien phrase literally meaning 
“to speak bird language”, probably derived from the Singlish phrase “talk 
cock”25 which means to speak rubbish or nonsense 
2. People who don’t talk sense 
 
TARDY 
1. Tardy: slow to act, move or happen; late in happening or arriving 
2. Sluggish: moving, reacting or working more slowly than normal and in a way 
that seems lazy 
 
TEMPERAMENTAL 
1. Temperamental: having a tendency to become angry, excited or upset easily, 
and to behave in an unreasonably way 
2. PMS: a colloquial term used to refer to women who are temperamental, often 
alluding that it is the time of the month when their hormones are in full swing 
(I was told that sometimes it is used to refer to men as well) 
 
TERRITORIAL 
1. Territorial: used to describe people who try to keep others away from an area 





1. Unappreciative: not feeling or showing that you are grateful for something 
 
UNCARING 
1. Uncaring: not sympathetic about the problems or suffering of other people 




1. Uncompromising: unwilling to change your opinions or behaviour 
 
UNETHICAL 
1. Unethical: not morally acceptable 
2. Unscrupulous: without moral principles; not honest or fair 
 
UNFAIR 
1. Unfair: not right or fair according to a set of rules or principles; not treating 
people equally (syn. Unjust) 
 
                                                 
24
 http://www.talkingcock.com/html/lexec.php?op=LexView&lexicon=lexicon&alpha=K&page=1 










Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (16/17) 
UNFRIENDLY 
1. Cold: without emotion, unfriendly 
2. Aloof: not friendly or interested in other people 
3. Unfriendly: not kind or pleasant to people 
4. Hostile: very unfriendly or aggressive and ready to argue or fight 
5. Distant: not friendly, not wanting a close relationship with somebody 
 
UNHELPFUL 
1. Unhelpful: not helpful or useful; not willing to help somebody 
2. Unwilling to help 




1. Unkind: unpleasant or unfriendly; slightly cruel 
 
UNPROFESSIONAL 
1. Unprofessional: not reaching the standard expected in a particular profession 
 
UNREALISTIC 
1. Unrealistic: not showing or accepting things as they are 
2. Unrealistic expectations: having expectations that are unrealistic 
 
UNREASONABLE 
1. Unreasonable: not fair; expecting too much 
 
UNRECEPTIVE 
1. Unreceptive: not willing to listen to or accept ideas, suggestions, etc27 
2. Closed-minded: not willing to listen to new ideas or to the opinions of others 
(listed in the dictionary as narrow-minded) 
3. Unwilling to listen 
4. Refuse to listen 
5. Unwilling to learn when I try to pass knowledge to them 
 
UNRELIABLE 
1. Unreliable: that cannot be trusted or depended on 
2. Untrustworthy: that cannot be trusted; cannot rely on to be good, honest, 
sincere, etc. (syn. Unreliable) 
 
UNRESPONSIVE 
1. Unresponsive: not reacting to somebody/something; not giving the response 
that you would expect or hope for 
 
UNSUPPORTIVE 
1. Unsupportive: not giving help, encouragement or sympathy to somebody 
 





Appendix 5: Dictionary Definitions of Negative Relationship Features (17/17) 
UNTEACHABLE 
1. Unteachable: unable to learn by being taught 
 
VINDICTIVE 
1. Vindictive: trying to harm or upset somebody, or showing that you want to, 
because you think that they have harmed you 
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1. Accountable: responsible for your decisions or actions and expected to explain 
them when you are asked 
 
ACTIVE 
1. Active: (a) always busy doing things, especially physical activities; (b) 
involved in something; making a determined effort and not leaving something 
to happen by itself 
 
ADVISORY 
1. Advisory: having the role of giving professional advice 
 
AFFIRMING 




1. Amicable: done or achieved in a polite or friendly way and without arguing 
 
ANALYTICAL 
1. Analytical: using a logical method of thinking about something in order to 
understand it, especially by looking at all the parts separately 
 
APPRECIATIVE 
1. Appreciative: feeling or showing that you are grateful for something 
 
APPROACHABLE 
1. Approachable: friendly and easy to talk to; easy to understand 
 
ASSURING 
1. Assuring: giving confidence to29 
 
AUTHENTIC 
1. Authentic: true to one’s own personality, spirit, or character30 
 
BEARABLE 
1. Bearable: someone or something that can be accepted or dealt with 
 
                                                 
28
 Note that the definitions were obtained from http://www.oxfordadvancedlearnersdictionary.com/ 







Appendix 6: Dictionary Definitions of Positive Relationship Features (2/11) 
CAMARADERIE 
1. Camaraderie: a feeling of friendship and trust among people who work or 
spend a lot of time together 
 
CARING 
1. Caring: kind, helpful and showing that you care about other people 
 
CHARISMATIC 
1. Charismatic: having charisma (i.e. the powerful personal quality that some 
people have to attract and impress other people) 
 
CHATTY 
1. Chatty: talking a lot in a friendly way 
 
CHEMISTRY 
1. Chemistry: (a) a strong mutual attraction, attachment, or sympathy; (b) 
interaction between people working together, specifically such interaction 





1. Coaching: the process of training somebody to play a sport, to do a job better 
or to improve a skill 
 
COLLABORATIVE 




1. Committed: willing to work hard and give your time and energy to something; 
believing strongly in something 




1. Communicative: willing to talk and give information to other people 
 
COMPETENT 
1. Competent: having enough skill or knowledge to do something well or to the 
necessary standard 
2. Capable: having the ability to do things well (syn. Skilled, Competent) 
 
CONFIDENTIAL 
1. Confidential: trusted with private or secret information 
 
 





Appendix 6: Dictionary Definitions of Positive Relationship Features (3/11) 
CONSIDERATE 
1. Considerate: always thinking of other people’s wishes and feelings; careful not 
to hurt or upset others 
 
CONSTRUCTIVE 
1. Constructive: having a useful and helpful effect rather than being negative or 
with no purpose 
 
COOPERATIVE 
1. Cooperative: helpful by doing what you are asked to do 
 
CORDIAL 
1. Cordial: pleasant and friendly 
 
COURTEOUS 
1. Courteous: polite, especially in a way that shows respect 
 
CREATIVE 
1. Creative: having the skill and ability to produce something new, especially a 
work of art; showing this ability 
 
DECISIVE 
1. Decisive: able to decide something quickly and with confidence 
 
DETAILED 
1. Detailed: giving many details and a lot of information; paying great attention 
to details 
2. Careful: giving a lot of attention to details 




1. Determined: showing determination (i.e. the quality that makes you continue 
trying to do something even when this is difficult 




1. Direct: saying what you mean in a way that nobody can pretend not to 
understand 
 
DOWN TO EARTH 
1. Down to earth: sensible and practical, in a way that is helpful and friendly 
 
DYNAMIC 
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EASY-GOING 












1. Empathetic: involving, characterized by, or based on empathy32(i.e. the ability 
to understand another person’s feelings, experience, etc.) 
2. Compassionate: feeling or showing sympathy for people who are suffering 
 
EMPOWERS 
1. Empowers: gives somebody more control over their own life or the situation 
they are in 
 
ENCOURAGING 
1. Encouraging: giving hope or promise33 
 
ENGAGING 
1. Engaging: interesting or pleasant in a way that attracts your attention 
 
ENJOYS WORK 
1. Enjoys work: to get pleasure from work 
 
ENTHUSIASTIC 




1. Ethical: morally correct or acceptable 
 
EXPERIENCED 
1. Experienced: having knowledge or skill in a particular job or activity 
 
FAIR 
1. Fair: treating everyone equally and according to the rules or law 
2. Just: that most people consider to be morally fair and reasonable (syn. Fair) 
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FLEXIBLE 
1. Flexible: able to change to suit new conditions or situations 
 
FORGIVING 
1. Forgiving: willing to forgive (i.e. to stop feeling angry with somebody who 




1. Frank: honest and direct in what you say, sometimes in a way that other 
people might not like 
2. Candor: the quality of saying what you think openly and honestly 
3. Candid: saying what you think openly and honestly; not hiding your thoughts 
4. Open communication 
5. Honest communication 
 
FRIEND 
1. Friend: (a) a person who has the same interests or opinions as yourself, and 
will help and support you; (b) a person you know well and like, and who is not 
usually a member of your family 
2. Buddy: (a) a friend; (b) a partner who does an activity with you so that you 
can help each other 
 
FRIENDLY 
1. Friendly: behaving in a kind and pleasant way because you like somebody or 
want to help them 
 
FRIENDSHIP 
1. Friendship: a relationship between friends 
 
FUN 
1. Fun: enjoyment; pleasure; a thing that gives enjoyment or pleasure and makes 
you feel happy 
 
FUN-LOVING 
1. Fun-loving: liking to enjoy themselves 
 
FUNNY 
1. Funny: making you laugh; amusing 
 
GENEROUS 
1. Generous: giving or willing to give freely; given freely 
 
GENTLE 
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GENUINE 
1. Genuine: (a) real; exactly what it appears to be; not artificial (syn. Authentic); 
(b) sincere and honest; that can be trusted 
 
GET ALONG 
1. Get along: to have a friendly relationship with somebody 
 
GIVE AND TAKE 
1. Give and take: to be willing, in a relationship, to accept what somebody else 
wants and to give up some of what you want 
 
GO THE EXTRA MILE 




1. Growth: the process of growing physically, mentally or emotionally 
 
HANDS-OFF 
1. Hands-off: dealing with people or a situation by not becoming involved and by 
allowing people to do what they want to 
 
HAPPY 
1. Happy: feeling or showing pleasure; pleased 
2. Joyful: very happy; causing people to be happy 
3. Cheerful: happy, and showing it by the way that you behave 
 
HARD-WORKING 
1. Hard-working: putting a lot of effort into a job and doing it well 
 
HAS EQ 
1. (Has) emotional intelligence: has the ability to understand your emotions and 
those of other people and to behave appropriately in different situations 
 
HELPFUL 
1. Helpful: (a) able to improve a particular situation (syn. Useful); (b) willing to 
help somebody 
2. Willing to assist: willing to help somebody to do something 
 
HONEST 
1. Honest: (a) always telling the truth, and never stealing or cheating (opp. 
Dishonest); (b) not hiding the truth about something; (c) showing an honest 
mind or attitude 
 
HUMBLE 
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INDEPENDENT 




1. Integrity: the quality of being honest and having strong moral principles 
 
INTELLIGENT 
1. Intelligent: good at learning, understanding and thinking in a logical way 
about things; showing this ability 
 
KIND 
1. Kind: caring about others; gentle, friendly and generous 
 
KNOWLEDGEABLE 
1. Knowledgeable: knowing a lot 
 
LAUGHTER 
1. Laughter: the act or sound of laughing 
 
LEADERSHIP 
1. Leadership: the ability to be a leader or the qualities a good leader should have 
 
LEARNING 
1. Learning: gaining knowledge or skill by studying, from experience, from 
being taught, etc. 
 
LEVEL-HEADED 




1. Loving: feeling or showing love and affection for somebody/something 
 
MENTORING 
1. Mentoring: the process of advising and helping somebody with less experience 
over a period of time (by an experienced person) 
 
MOTIVATES 
1. Motivates: to make somebody want to do something, especially something 
that involves hard work and effort 
 
MOTIVATED 
1. Motivated: having interest in or enthusiasm for something, especially work or 
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NOT DEFENSIVE 
1. Not defensive: does not behave in a way that shows that you feel that people 
are criticizing you 
2. Doesn’t take suggestions personally 
 
NURTURING 
1. Nurturing: (a) caring for and protecting somebody/something while they are 




1. Objective: Not influenced by personal feelings or opinions; considering only 
facts (syn. Unbiased) 
2. Unbiased: fair and not influenced by your own or somebody else’s opinions, 
desires, etc. (Syn. impartial) 
 
OPEN 
1. Open: (a) honest; not keeping thoughts and feelings hidden (syn. Frank); (b) 
willing to listen and think about new ideas (open-minded) 
2. Openness: (a) the quality of being honest and not hiding information or 
feelings; (b) the quality of being able to think about, accept or listen to 
different ideas or people; (c) the quality of not being confined or covered 
 
OPTIMISTIC 
1. Optimistic: expecting good things to happen or something to be successful; 
showing this feeling 
2. Positive: thinking about what is good in a situation; feeling confident and sure 
that something good will happen (ant. Negative) 
 
PATIENT 
1. Patient: able to wait for a long time or accept annoying behaviour or 
difficulties without becoming angry 
 
POLITE 




1. Practical: sensible and realistic 
 
PROACTIVE 
1. Proactive: controlling a situation by making things happen rather than waiting 
for things to happen and then reacting to them 
2. Has initiative: has the ability to decide and act on your own without waiting 
for somebody to tell you what to do 
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PRODUCTIVE 
1. Productive: doing or achieving a lot 
 
PROFESSIONAL 
1. Professional: (a) showing that somebody is well trained and extremely skilled 
(syn. Competent); (b) suitable or appropriate for somebody working in a 
particular profession (ant. Unprofessional) 
 
QUICK ON UPTAKE 
1. Quick on uptake: quick to understand something 
 
RECEPTIVE 




1. Reliable: that can be trusted to do something well; that you can rely on (syn. 
Dependable) 
2. Dependable: that can be relied on to do what you want or need (syn. Reliable) 
 
RESPECTFUL 
1. Respectful: showing or feeling respect (i.e. polite behaviour towards or care 
for somebody/something that you think is important) 
 
RESPONSIBLE 
1. Responsible: that you can trust and rely on (syn. Conscientious) 
 
RESPONSIVE 
1. Responsive: (a) reacting with interest or enthusiasm (syn. Receptive); (b) 
reacting quickly and in a positive way 
 
SATISFYING 
1. Satisfying: giving pleasure because it provides something you need or want 
 
SELF-CONSCIOUS 
1. Self-conscious: nervous or embarrassed about your appearance or what other 
people think of you 
 
SELF-SACRIFICING 
1. Self-sacrificing: the act of not allowing yourself to have or do something in 
order to help other people 
 
SENSITIVE 
1. Sensitive: aware of and able to understand other people and their feelings 
 
SINCERE 
1. Sincere: (a) showing what you really think or feel (syn. Genuine); (b) saying 
only what you really think or feel (Syn. Honest) 
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STIMULATING 
1. Stimulating: full of interesting or exciting ideas; making people feel 
enthusiastic (syn. Inspiring) 
 
STRAIGHTFORWARD 




1. Supportive: giving help, encouragement or sympathy to somebody 
 
TACTFUL 
1. Tactful: careful not to say or do anything that will annoy or upset other people 
2. Diplomatic: having or showing skill in dealing with people in difficult 
situations (syn. Tactful) 
 
TALKATIVE 
1. Talkative: liking to talk a lot 
2. Chatty: talking a lot in a friendly way 
 
TEAM PLAYER 
1. Team player: a person who is good at working as a member of a team, usually 
in their job 
 
TEAMWORK 
1. Teamwork: the activity of working well together as a team 
 
THOUGHTFUL 
1. Thoughtful: showing that you think about and care for other people 
 
TOLERANT 




1. Transparent: allowing you to see the truth easily (syn. Obvious) 
 
TRUST 
1. Trust: the belief that somebody/something is good, sincere, honest, etc. and 
will not try to harm or trick you 
 
TRUSTING 
1. Trusting: tending to believe that other people are good, honest, etc 
 
TRUSTWORTHY 
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TRUTHFUL 
1. Truthful: saying only what is true 
 
UNDERSTANDING 
1. Understanding: the ability to understand why people behave in a particular 
way and the willingness to forgive them when they do something wrong 
 
UNSELFISH 
1. Unselfish: giving more time or importance to other people’s needs, wishes, 
etc. than to your own (Syn. Selfless) 
 
WARM 












































Appendix 11: Study 2 Survey Questionnaire (5/9) 
126 
  

























Appendix 14: Study 3 Demographics Form 
133 
  




Appendix 16: Study 3 Experimental Questions (Negatives) (1/2) 
Page 1 
This study is part of a larger project on relationships at work. You will see a series of 
questions presented in the form “Is X a characteristic of Y?” For example, you may be 
asked, “Is romance a characteristic of love?” If your answer is “yes”, please press the 
Number 1 key. If it is “no”, press the Number 2 key. To familiarize you with the task, 




Press Enter to proceed 
 
Pages 3-7 (questions will appear one at a time on each page, in random order) 
Is softness a characteristic of pillows? 
Is sharpness a characteristic of knives? 
Is sweetness a characteristic of honey? 
Is coldness a characteristic of summer? 




Press Enter to proceed 
 
Pages 9-69 (questions will appear one at a time on each page, in random order) 
Is backstabbing a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is untrustworthiness a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is dishonesty a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is irresponsibility a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is distrust a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is unfairness a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is abusiveness a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is finger-pointing a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is bullying a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is insincerity a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
 
Is pessimism a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is loudness a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is unhappiness a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is nosiness a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is impatience a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is complacency a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is carelessness a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is fickleness a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
Is tardiness a characteristic of negative relationships at work? 
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Is backstabbing a characteristic of socks? 
Is untrustworthiness a characteristic of napkins? 
Is dishonesty a characteristic of apples? 
Is irresponsibility a characteristic of pencils? 
Is distrust a characteristic of plates? 
Is unfairness a characteristic of tables? 
Is abusiveness a characteristic of files? 
Is finger-pointing a characteristic of lemons? 
Is bullying a characteristic of broccoli? 
Is insincerity a characteristic of stickers? 
 
Is pessimism a characteristic of chairs? 
Is loudness a characteristic of soil? 
Is unhappiness a characteristic of paper? 
Is nosiness a characteristic of bookmarks? 
Is impatience a characteristic of lettuce? 
Is complacency a characteristic of spinach? 
Is carelessness a characteristic of pineapples? 
Is fickleness a characteristic of bowls? 
Is tardiness a characteristic of pots? 
Is insecurity a characteristic of flowers? 
 
Is trust a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is honesty a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is caring a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is understanding a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is support a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is purity a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is sacrifice a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is sympathy a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is nurturing a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is gentleness a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is trust a characteristic of fruit? 
Is honesty a characteristic of curtains? 
Is caring a characteristic of toys? 
Is understanding a characteristic of staplers? 
Is support a characteristic of paint? 
Is purity a characteristic of clocks? 
Is sacrifice a characteristic of bananas? 
Is sympathy a characteristic of computers? 
Is nurturing a characteristic of windows? 




You have reached the end of the survey. 
Thanks very much for your participation! 
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Page 1 
This study is part of a larger project on relationships at work. You will see a series of 
questions presented in the form “Is X a characteristic of Y?” For example, you may be 
asked, “Is romance a characteristic of love?” If your answer is “yes”, please press the 
Number 1 key. If it is “no”, press the Number 2 key. To familiarize you with the task, 




Press Enter to proceed 
 
Pages 3-7 (questions will appear one at a time on each page, in random order) 
Is softness a characteristic of pillows? 
Is sharpness a characteristic of knives? 
Is sweetness a characteristic of honey? 
Is coldness a characteristic of summer? 




Press Enter to proceed 
 
Pages 9-69 (questions will appear one at a time on each page, in random order) 
Is honesty a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is trust a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is integrity a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is responsibility a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is reliability a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is respect a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is genuineness a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is professionalism a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is sincerity a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is approachability a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
 
Is independence a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is cheerfulness a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is generosity a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is forthrightness a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is determination a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is patience a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is kindness a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is humility a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
Is amicability a characteristic of positive relationships at work? 
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Is honesty a characteristic of socks? 
Is trust a characteristic of napkins? 
Is integrity a characteristic of apples? 
Is responsibility a characteristic of pencils? 
Is reliability a characteristic of flowers? 
Is respect a characteristic of tables? 
Is genuineness a characteristic of chairs? 
Is professionalism a characteristic of lemons? 
Is sincerity a characteristic of broccoli? 
Is approachability a characteristic of stickers? 
 
Is independence a characteristic of plates? 
Is cheerfulness a characteristic of soil? 
Is generosity a characteristic of paper? 
Is forthrightness a characteristic of bookmarks? 
Is determination a characteristic of lettuce? 
Is patience a characteristic of spinach? 
Is kindness a characteristic of pineapples? 
Is humility a characteristic of bowls? 
Is amicability a characteristic of pots? 
Is dynamism a characteristic of files? 
 
Is trust a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is honesty a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is caring a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is understanding a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is support a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is purity a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is sacrifice a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is sympathy a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is nurturing a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is gentleness a characteristic of compassionate love? 
Is trust a characteristic of fruit? 
Is honesty a characteristic of curtains? 
Is caring a characteristic of toys? 
Is understanding a characteristic of staplers? 
Is support a characteristic of paint? 
Is purity a characteristic of clocks? 
Is sacrifice a characteristic of bananas? 
Is sympathy a characteristic of computers? 
Is nurturing a characteristic of windows? 
Is gentleness a characteristic of cups? 
 
Page 70 
You have reached the end of the survey. 
Thanks very much for your participation! 
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Appendix 18: Study 3 Experimental Code (Negatives) (1/4) 
******************************************* 
CREATING TEXT STIMULI 
******************************************* 
<text practice> 




/1 = "Is softness a characteristic of pillows?" 
/2 = "Is sharpness a characteristic of knives?" 
/3 = "Is sweetness a characteristic of honey?" 
/4 = "Is coldness a characteristic of summer?" 








/1 = "Is backstabbing a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/2 = "Is untrustworthiness a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/3 = "Is dishonesty a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/4 = "Is irresponsibility a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/5 = "Is distrust a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/6 = "Is unfairness a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/7 = "Is abusiveness a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/8 = "Is finger-pointing a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/9 = "Is bullying a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/10 = "Is insincerity a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/11 = "Is pessimism a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/12 = "Is loudness a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/13 = "Is unhappiness a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/14 = "Is nosiness a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/15 = "Is impatience a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/16 = "Is complacency a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/17 = "Is carelessness a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/18 = "Is fickleness a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/19 = "Is tardiness a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/20 = "Is insecurity a characteristic of negative relationships at work?" 
/21 = "Is backstabbing a characteristic of socks?" 
/22 = "Is untrustworthiness a characteristic of napkins?" 
/23 = "Is dishonesty a characteristic of apples?" 
/24 = "Is irresponsibility a characteristic of pencils?" 
/25 = "Is distrust a characteristic of plates?" 
/26 = "Is unfairness a characteristic of tables?" 
/27 = "Is abusiveness a characteristic of files?" 
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/28 = "Is finger-pointing a characteristic of lemons?" 
/29 = "Is bullying a characteristic of broccoli?" 
/30 = "Is insincerity a characteristic of stickers?" 
/31 = "Is pessimism a characteristic of chairs?" 
/32 = "Is loudness a characteristic of soil?" 
/33 = "Is unhappiness a characteristic of paper?" 
/34 = "Is nosiness a characteristic of bookmarks?" 
/35 = "Is impatience a characteristic of lettuce?" 
/36 = "Is complacency a characteristic of spinach?" 
/37 = "Is carelessness a characteristic of pineapples?" 
/38 = "Is fickleness a characteristic of bowls?" 
/39 = "Is tardiness a characteristic of pots?" 
/40 = "Is insecurity a characteristic of flowers?" 
/41 = "Is trust a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/42 = "Is honesty a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/43 = "Is caring a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/44 = "Is understanding a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/45 = "Is support a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/46 = "Is purity a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/47 = "Is sacrifice a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/48 = "Is sympathy a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/49 = "Is nurturing a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/50 = "Is gentleness a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/51 = "Is trust a characteristic of fruit?" 
/52 = "Is honesty a characteristic of curtains?" 
/53 = "Is caring a characteristic of toys?" 
/54 = "Is understanding a characteristic of staplers?" 
/55 = "Is support a characteristic of paint?" 
/56 = "Is purity a characteristic of clocks?" 
/57 = "Is sacrifice a characteristic of bananas?" 
/58 = "Is sympathy a characteristic of computers?" 
/59 = "Is nurturing a characteristic of windows?" 
















Appendix 18: Study 3 Experimental Code (Negatives) (3/4) 
******************************************* 
CREATING INSTRUCTION PAGES 
******************************************* 
<page intro> 
 ^This study is part of a larger project on relationships at work. You will see a series 
of questions presented in the form "Is X a characteristic of Y?" For example, you may 
be asked, "Is romance a characteristic of love?" 
 ^^If your answer is "yes", please press "S". 
 ^^If it is "no", press "L". 












 ^^^^^^            You have reached the end of the survey. 
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Appendix 19: Study 3 Experimental Code (Positives) (1/4) 
******************************************* 
CREATING TEXT STIMULI 
******************************************* 
<text practice> 




/1 = "Is softness a characteristic of pillows?" 
/2 = "Is sharpness a characteristic of knives?" 
/3 = "Is sweetness a characteristic of honey?" 
/4 = "Is coldness a characteristic of summer?" 








/1 = "Is honesty a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/2 = "Is trust a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/3 = "Is integrity a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/4 = "Is responsibility a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/5 = "Is reliability a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/6 = "Is respect a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/7 = "Is genuineness a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/8 = "Is professionalism a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/9 = "Is sincerity a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/10 = "Is approachability a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/11 = "Is independence a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/12 = "Is cheerfulness a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/13 = "Is generosity a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/14 = "Is forthrightness a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/15 = "Is determination a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/16 = "Is patience a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/17 = "Is kindness a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/18 = "Is humility a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/19 = "Is amicability a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/20 = "Is dynamism a characteristic of positive relationships at work?" 
/21 = "Is honesty a characteristic of socks?" 
/22 = "Is trust a characteristic of napkins?" 
/23 = "Is integrity a characteristic of apples?" 
/24 = "Is responsibility a characteristic of pencils?" 
/25 = "Is reliability a characteristic of flowers?" 
/26 = "Is respect a characteristic of tables?" 
/27 = "Is genuineness a characteristic of chairs?" 
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/28 = "Is professionalism a characteristic of lemons?" 
/29 = "Is sincerity a characteristic of broccoli?" 
/30 = "Is approachability a characteristic of stickers?" 
/31 = "Is independence a characteristic of plates?" 
/32 = "Is cheerfulness a characteristic of soil?" 
/33 = "Is generosity a characteristic of paper?" 
/34 = "Is forthrightness a characteristic of bookmarks?" 
/35 = "Is determination a characteristic of lettuce?" 
/36 = "Is patience a characteristic of spinach?" 
/37 = "Is kindness a characteristic of pineapples?" 
/38 = "Is humility a characteristic of bowls?" 
/39 = "Is amicability a characteristic of pots?" 
/40 = "Is dynamism a characteristic of files?" 
/41 = "Is trust a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/42 = "Is honesty a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/43 = "Is caring a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/44 = "Is understanding a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/45 = "Is support a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/46 = "Is purity a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/47 = "Is sacrifice a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/48 = "Is sympathy a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/49 = "Is nurturing a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/50 = "Is gentleness a characteristic of compassionate love?" 
/51 = "Is trust a characteristic of fruit?" 
/52 = "Is honesty a characteristic of curtains?" 
/53 = "Is caring a characteristic of toys?" 
/54 = "Is understanding a characteristic of staplers?" 
/55 = "Is support a characteristic of paint?" 
/56 = "Is purity a characteristic of clocks?" 
/57 = "Is sacrifice a characteristic of bananas?" 
/58 = "Is sympathy a characteristic of computers?" 
/59 = "Is nurturing a characteristic of windows?" 






Appendix 19: Study 3 Experimental Code (Positives) (3/4) 
******************************************* 
CREATING INSTRUCTION PAGES 
******************************************* 
<page intro> 
 ^This study is part of a larger project on relationships at work. You will see a series 
of questions presented in the form "Is X a characteristic of Y?" For example, you may 
be asked, "Is romance a characteristic of love?" 
 ^^If your answer is "yes", please press "S". 
 ^^If it is "no", press "L". 












 ^^^^^^            You have reached the end of the survey. 
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Appendix 23: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Negatives Version 1) (1/6) 
Page 1 
Sweet and Sour Relationships At Work (Study 4) 
 
This survey is part of a larger project on understanding relationships that occur at 
work and what makes or breaks them.  
 
Please read the instructions for each section carefully and answer the questions that 
follow to the best of your ability. Rest assured that this survey is anonymous and your 
responses will be kept confidential. Responses will be combined and used only for 
research purposes. More information about this study can be found in the Participant 
Information Sheet attached.  
 
At the end of the survey, you will be re-directed to another form, in which you can 
provide contact details should you wish to participate in the lucky draw or receive the 
aggregate report from this study. 
 




Before we begin this study, please take some time to read the following and indicate 




I hereby acknowledge that: 
1. I have agreed to take part in this research. 
2. I have received a copy of the Participant Information Sheet that explains the 
use of my data in this research. I understand its contents and agree to donate 
my data for the use of this research. 
3. I can withdraw from the research at any point of time prior to the end of my 
participation in the study by informing the Principal Investigator and all my 
data will be discarded. 
4. I will not have any financial benefits that result from the commercial 
development of this research. 
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Page 3 
Section A: Statements 
 
In this section, a series of statements will be presented to you for 4 seconds each. 
Each statement describes some aspect of the relationship between two fictional people 
who are colleagues, Chris and Pat. I would like you to simply read each statement as 
it appears. 
 
Later, I will ask you some questions about Chris and Pat's relationship. 
 
Click NEXT when you are ready to start. 
 
 
Pages 4-23 (one statement will appear on each page; participants will be given 4 
seconds to read before the page changes to the next) 
Chris thinks that Pat is a poor listener. 
Chris thinks that Pat is arrogant. 
Chris thinks that Pat has poor person-job fit. 
Chris distrusts Pat. 
Chris thinks that Pat is condescending. 
Chris thinks that Pat is a backstabber. 
Chris thinks that Pat is a hindrance. 
Chris thinks that Pat is selfish. 
Chris thinks that Pat is irritating. 
There is only one-way communication between Chris and Pat. 
Chris thinks that Pat is demanding. 
Chris thinks that Pat is careless. 
Chris thinks that Pat is pushy. 
Chris thinks that Pat is lazy. 
Chris thinks that Pat is nosy. 
Chris thinks that Pat is boastful. 
Chris thinks that Pat is an attention-seeker. 
Chris thinks that Pat talks nonsense. 
Chris thinks that Pat has an agenda. 




Section B: Questions 
This section comprises six (6) questions. Please answer them as best as you can. 
 
 
Page 25 (the page will change to the next after 1 minute) 
Q1. Please list the MRT stations in Singapore in alphabetical order. You have 1 





Appendix 23: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Negatives Version 1) (3/6) 
Page 26 (the page will change to the next after 3 minutes) 
Q2. Please recall as many statements about Chris and Pat’s relationship as you can 
and write them down in the space below. Be as accurate as you can, but do not leave 
out any statements just because you cannot remember the exact wording. You have 3 
minutes to complete this question. 
 
 
Page 27 (the items in this question will be presented in a random order) 
Q3. This page presents 40 statements about Chris and Pat’s relationship. Please select 
‘Yes’ if you think that the statement has been presented earlier in Section A and ‘No’ 
if you think that it has not been presented earlier. There is no time limit for this 
question. 
 
1. Chris thinks that Pat is a poor listener. Yes No 
2. Chris thinks that Pat is arrogant. Yes No 
3. Chris thinks that Pat has poor person-job fit. Yes No 
4. Chris distrusts Pat. Yes No 
5. Chris thinks that Pat is condescending. Yes No 
6. Chris thinks that Pat is a backstabber. Yes No 
7. Chris thinks that Pat is a hindrance. Yes No 
8. Chris thinks that Pat is selfish. Yes No 
9. Chris thinks that Pat is irritating. Yes No 
10. There is only one-way communication between Chris and Pat. Yes No 
11. Chris thinks that Pat is demanding. Yes No 
12. Chris thinks that Pat is careless. Yes No 
13. Chris thinks that Pat is pushy. Yes No 
14. Chris thinks that Pat is lazy. Yes No 
15. Chris thinks that Pat is nosy. Yes No 
16. Chris thinks that Pat is boastful. Yes No 




Appendix 23: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Negatives Version 1) (4/6) 
18. Chris thinks that Pat talks nonsense. Yes No 
19. Chris thinks that Pat has an agenda. Yes No 
20. Chris thinks that Pat is defensive.  Yes No 
21. Chris thinks that Pat is closed-minded. Yes No 
22. 
Chris thinks that Pat tries to control other people by telling them 
what to do. 
Yes No 
23. Chris thinks that Pat is unethical. Yes No 
24. Chris thinks that Pat is a bully. Yes No 
25. Chris thinks that Pat is unreasonable. Yes No 
26. Chris thinks that Pat talks bad about others. Yes No 
27. Chris thinks that Pat is unwilling to admit mistakes. Yes No 
28. Chris thinks that Pat is egoistic. Yes No 
29. Chris thinks that Pat is unprofessional. Yes No 
30. Chris thinks that Pat is not a team player. Yes No 
31. Chris thinks that Pat is insensitive. Yes No 
32. Chris thinks that Pat is loud. Yes No 
33. Chris thinks that Pat is insecure. Yes No 
34. Chris thinks that Pat is tardy. Yes No 
35. Chris thinks that Pat is presumptuous. Yes No 
36. Chris thinks that Pat is ambiguous. Yes No 
37. Chris thinks that Pat is critical. Yes No 
38. Chris thinks that Pat is impatient. Yes No 
39. Chris thinks that Pat is self-righteous. Yes No 
40. Chris thinks that Pat abuses company resources.  Yes No 
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Q4. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s gender to be when you were 
reading the statements in Section A: 
Chris is a…  Male      Female 
Pat is a …     Male      Female 
 
Q5. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s positions in the organization to 
be when you were reading the statements in Section A: 
 Chris holds a higher position than Pat in the organization. 
 Pat holds a higher position than Chris in the organization. 
 Chris and Pat both hold an equal position in the organization. 
 
Q6. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s cultural origin to be when you 
were reading the statements in Section A: 
 Chris belongs to my culture, but Pat belongs to another culture. 
 Pat belongs to my culture, but Chris belongs to another culture. 
 Chris and Pat both belong to my culture. 





Section C: Demographics 
 
Below are some questions about yourself. This information will help us to describe 
the general profile of the participants in this study. 
 
1. Gender:  Male      Female 
 
2. Year of birth: _______ 
 
3. Country of origin / Nationality: ________________ 
 
4. Ethnicity:  Chinese      Malay      Indian      Eurasian      Caucasian  
            Others (please specify): ______________________ 
 
5. Occupation: _________________________ 
 
6. Industry: ____________________________ 
 
7. In which department are you currently working? _______________________ 
 
8. Approximately how many employees are there in your department? _____ 
employees 
 




Appendix 23: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Negatives Version 1) (6/6) 
10. In total, how long have you been working? _____ years _____ months 
 




You have reached the end of the survey. 
 
If you wish to participate in the lucky draw and/or receive the summary report, click 
on NEXT and you will be re-directed to a separate form to indicate your preferences 
and to enter your personal particulars. Rest assured that your personal particulars will 
not be linked to your survey responses. 
 
If you do not wish to participate in the lucky draw or receive the summary report, 
simply close this browser window to end the survey. 
 




Appendix 24: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Negatives Version 2) (1/6) 
Page 1 
Sweet and Sour Relationships At Work (Study 4) 
 
This survey is part of a larger project on understanding relationships that occur at 
work and what makes or breaks them.  
 
Please read the instructions for each section carefully and answer the questions that 
follow to the best of your ability. Rest assured that this survey is anonymous and your 
responses will be kept confidential. Responses will be combined and used only for 
research purposes. More information about this study can be found in the Participant 
Information Sheet attached.  
 
At the end of the survey, you will be re-directed to another form, in which you can 
provide contact details should you wish to participate in the lucky draw or receive the 
aggregate report from this study. 
 




Before we begin this study, please take some time to read the following and indicate 




I hereby acknowledge that: 
1. I have agreed to take part in this research. 
2. I have received a copy of the Participant Information Sheet that explains the 
use of my data in this research. I understand its contents and agree to donate 
my data for the use of this research. 
3. I can withdraw from the research at any point of time prior to the end of my 
participation in the study by informing the Principal Investigator and all my 
data will be discarded. 
4. I will not have any financial benefits that result from the commercial 
development of this research. 
 





Appendix 24: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Negatives Version 2) (2/6) 
Page 3 
Section A: Statements 
 
In this section, a series of statements will be presented to you for 4 seconds each. 
Each statement describes some aspect of the relationship between two fictional people 
who are colleagues, Chris and Pat. I would like you to simply read each statement as 
it appears. 
 
Later, I will ask you some questions about Chris and Pat's relationship. 
 
Click NEXT when you are ready to start. 
 
 
Pages 4-23 (one statement will appear on each page; participants will be given 4 
seconds to read before the page changes to the next) 
Chris thinks that Pat is closed-minded. 
Chris thinks that Pat tries to control other people by telling them what to do. 
Chris thinks that Pat is unethical. 
Chris thinks that Pat is a bully. 
Chris thinks that Pat is unreasonable. 
Chris thinks that Pat talks bad about others. 
Chris thinks that Pat is unwilling to admit mistakes. 
Chris thinks that Pat is egoistic. 
Chris thinks that Pat is unprofessional. 
Chris thinks that Pat is not a team player. 
Chris thinks that Pat is insensitive. 
Chris thinks that Pat is loud. 
Chris thinks that Pat is insecure. 
Chris thinks that Pat is tardy. 
Chris thinks that Pat is presumptuous. 
Chris thinks that Pat is ambiguous. 
Chris thinks that Pat is critical. 
Chris thinks that Pat is impatient. 
Chris thinks that Pat is self-righteous. 




Section B: Questions 
This section comprises six (6) questions. Please answer them as best as you can. 
 
 
Page 25 (the page will change to the next after 1 minute) 
Q1. Please list the MRT stations in Singapore in alphabetical order. You have 1 





Appendix 24: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Negatives Version 2) (3/6) 
Page 26 (the page will change to the next after 3 minutes) 
Q2. Please recall as many statements about Chris and Pat’s relationship as you can 
and write them down in the space below. Be as accurate as you can, but do not leave 
out any statements just because you cannot remember the exact wording. You have 3 
minutes to complete this question. 
 
Page 27 (the items in this question will be presented in a random order) 
Q3. This page presents 40 statements about Chris and Pat’s relationship. Please select 
‘Yes’ if you think that the statement has been presented earlier in Section A and ‘No’ 
if you think that it has not been presented earlier. There is no time limit for this 
question. 
 
1. Chris thinks that Pat is a poor listener. Yes No 
2. Chris thinks that Pat is arrogant. Yes No 
3. Chris thinks that Pat has poor person-job fit. Yes No 
4. Chris distrusts Pat. Yes No 
5. Chris thinks that Pat is condescending. Yes No 
6. Chris thinks that Pat is a backstabber. Yes No 
7. Chris thinks that Pat is a hindrance. Yes No 
8. Chris thinks that Pat is selfish. Yes No 
9. Chris thinks that Pat is irritating. Yes No 
10. There is only one-way communication between Chris and Pat. Yes No 
11. Chris thinks that Pat is demanding. Yes No 
12. Chris thinks that Pat is careless. Yes No 
13. Chris thinks that Pat is pushy. Yes No 
14. Chris thinks that Pat is lazy. Yes No 
15. Chris thinks that Pat is nosy. Yes No 
16. Chris thinks that Pat is boastful. Yes No 




Appendix 24: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Negatives Version 2) (4/6) 
18. Chris thinks that Pat talks nonsense. Yes No 
19. Chris thinks that Pat has an agenda. Yes No 
20. Chris thinks that Pat is defensive.  Yes No 
21. Chris thinks that Pat is closed-minded. Yes No 
22. 
Chris thinks that Pat tries to control other people by telling them 
what to do. 
Yes No 
23. Chris thinks that Pat is unethical. Yes No 
24. Chris thinks that Pat is a bully. Yes No 
25. Chris thinks that Pat is unreasonable. Yes No 
26. Chris thinks that Pat talks bad about others. Yes No 
27. Chris thinks that Pat is unwilling to admit mistakes. Yes No 
28. Chris thinks that Pat is egoistic. Yes No 
29. Chris thinks that Pat is unprofessional. Yes No 
30. Chris thinks that Pat is not a team player. Yes No 
31. Chris thinks that Pat is insensitive. Yes No 
32. Chris thinks that Pat is loud. Yes No 
33. Chris thinks that Pat is insecure. Yes No 
34. Chris thinks that Pat is tardy. Yes No 
35. Chris thinks that Pat is presumptuous. Yes No 
36. Chris thinks that Pat is ambiguous. Yes No 
37. Chris thinks that Pat is critical. Yes No 
38. Chris thinks that Pat is impatient. Yes No 
39. Chris thinks that Pat is self-righteous. Yes No 
40. Chris thinks that Pat abuses company resources.  Yes No 
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Q4. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s gender to be when you were 
reading the statements in Section A: 
Chris is a…  Male      Female 
Pat is a …     Male      Female 
 
Q5. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s positions in the organization to 
be when you were reading the statements in Section A: 
 Chris holds a higher position than Pat in the organization. 
 Pat holds a higher position than Chris in the organization. 
 Chris and Pat both hold an equal position in the organization. 
 
Q6. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s cultural origin to be when you 
were reading the statements in Section A: 
 Chris belongs to my culture, but Pat belongs to another culture. 
 Pat belongs to my culture, but Chris belongs to another culture. 
 Chris and Pat both belong to my culture. 




Section C: Demographics 
 
Below are some questions about yourself. This information will help us to describe 
the general profile of the participants in this study. 
 
1. Gender:  Male      Female 
 
2. Year of birth: _______ 
 
3. Country of origin / Nationality: ________________ 
 
4. Ethnicity:  Chinese      Malay      Indian      Eurasian      Caucasian  
            Others (please specify): ______________________ 
 
5. Occupation: _________________________ 
 
6. Industry: ____________________________ 
 
7. In which department are you currently working? _______________________ 
 
8. Approximately how many employees are there in your department? _____ 
employees 
 




Appendix 24: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Negatives Version 2) (6/6) 
10. In total, how long have you been working? _____ years _____ months 
 




You have reached the end of the survey. 
 
If you wish to participate in the lucky draw and/or receive the summary report, click 
on NEXT and you will be re-directed to a separate form to indicate your preferences 
and to enter your personal particulars. Rest assured that your personal particulars will 
not be linked to your survey responses. 
 
If you do not wish to participate in the lucky draw or receive the summary report, 
simply close this browser window to end the survey. 
 




Appendix 25: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 1) (1/6) 
Page 1 
Sweet and Sour Relationships At Work (Study 4) 
 
This survey is part of a larger project on understanding relationships that occur at 
work and what makes or breaks them.  
 
Please read the instructions for each section carefully and answer the questions that 
follow to the best of your ability. Rest assured that this survey is anonymous and your 
responses will be kept confidential. Responses will be combined and used only for 
research purposes. More information about this study can be found in the Participant 
Information Sheet attached.  
 
At the end of the survey, you will be re-directed to another form, in which you can 
provide contact details should you wish to participate in the lucky draw or receive the 
aggregate report from this study. 
 




Before we begin this study, please take some time to read the following and indicate 




I hereby acknowledge that: 
1. I have agreed to take part in this research. 
2. I have received a copy of the Participant Information Sheet that explains the 
use of my data in this research. I understand its contents and agree to donate 
my data for the use of this research. 
3. I can withdraw from the research at any point of time prior to the end of my 
participation in the study by informing the Principal Investigator and all my 
data will be discarded. 
4. I will not have any financial benefits that result from the commercial 
development of this research. 
 





Appendix 25: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 1) (2/6) 
Page 3 
Section A: Statements 
 
In this section, a series of statements will be presented to you for 4 seconds each. 
Each statement describes some aspect of the relationship between two fictional people 
who are colleagues, Chris and Pat. I would like you to simply read each statement as 
it appears. 
 
Later, I will ask you some questions about Chris and Pat's relationship. 
 
Click NEXT when you are ready to start. 
 
 
Pages 4-23 (one statement will appear on each page; participants will be given 4 
seconds to read before the page changes to the next) 
Chris thinks that Pat helps one to grow and develop at work. 
Chris thinks that Pat shows appreciation. 
Chris thinks that Pat is cooperative. 
Chris thinks that Pat is inspiring. 
Chris thinks that Pat is reliable. 
Chris thinks that Pat has a high EQ. 
Chris thinks that Pat is reasonable. 
Chris and Pat work well together. 
Chris thinks that Pat is motivated. 
Chris thinks that Pat is caring. 
Chris thinks that Pat is productive. 
Chris thinks that Pat is engaging. 
Chris and Pat do non-work activities together. 
Chris thinks that Pat is non-judgmental. 
Chris thinks that Pat is far-sighted. 
Chris thinks that Pat is objective. 
Chris thinks that Pat is optimistic. 
Chris thinks that Pat is tolerant. 
Chris and Pat have something in common. 




Section B: Questions 
This section comprises six (6) questions. Please answer them as best as you can. 
 
 
Page 25 (the page will change to the next after 1 minute) 
Q1. Please list the MRT stations in Singapore in alphabetical order. You have 1 





Appendix 25: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 1) (3/6) 
Page 26 (the page will change to the next after 3 minutes) 
Q2. Please recall as many statements about Chris and Pat’s relationship as you can 
and write them down in the space below. Be as accurate as you can, but do not leave 
out any statements just because you cannot remember the exact wording. You have 3 
minutes to complete this question. 
 
Page 27 (the items in this question will be presented in a random order) 
Q3. This page presents 40 statements about Chris and Pat’s relationship. Please select 
‘Yes’ if you think that the statement has been presented earlier in Section A and ‘No’ 
if you think that it has not been presented earlier. There is no time limit for this 
question. 
 
1. Chris thinks that Pat helps one to grow and develop at work. Yes No 
2. Chris thinks that Pat shows appreciation. Yes No 
3. Chris thinks that Pat is cooperative. Yes No 
4. Chris thinks that Pat is inspiring. Yes No 
5. Chris thinks that Pat is reliable. Yes No 
6. Chris thinks that Pat has a high EQ. Yes No 
7. Chris thinks that Pat is reasonable. Yes No 
8. Chris and Pat work well together. Yes No 
9. Chris thinks that Pat is motivated. Yes No 
10. Chris thinks that Pat is caring. Yes No 
11. Chris thinks that Pat is productive. Yes No 
12. Chris thinks that Pat is engaging. Yes No 
13. Chris and Pat do non-work activities together. Yes No 
14. Chris thinks that Pat is non-judgmental. Yes No 
15. Chris thinks that Pat is far-sighted. Yes No 
16. Chris thinks that Pat is objective. Yes No 




Appendix 25: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 1) (4/6) 
18. Chris thinks that Pat is tolerant. Yes No 
19. Chris and Pat have something in common. Yes No 
20. Chris thinks that Pat is not petty. Yes No 
21. Chris thinks that Pat has integrity. Yes No 
22. Chris thinks that Pat is understanding. Yes No 
23. Chris thinks that Pat is constructive. Yes No 
24. Chris thinks that Pat is sincere. Yes No 
25. Chris thinks that Pat walks the talk. Yes No 
26. Chris thinks that Pat is committed. Yes No 
27. Chris thinks that Pat listens. Yes No 
28. Chris thinks that Pat is approachable. Yes No 
29. Chris thinks that Pat is honest. Yes No 
30. There is good communication between Chris and Pat. Yes No 
31. Chris thinks that Pat has a sense of humor. Yes No 
32. Chris thinks that Pat is forthright. Yes No 
33. Chris thinks that Pat is receptive. Yes No 
34. Chris thinks that Pat is sensible. Yes No 
35. Chris thinks that Pat is amicable. Yes No 
36. Chris thinks that Pat is not calculative. Yes No 
37. Chris thinks that Pat is not political. Yes No 
38. Chris thinks that Pat is cheerful. Yes No 
39. Chris thinks that Pat is a role model. Yes No 
40. Chris thinks that Pat is accommodating. Yes No 
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Q4. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s gender to be when you were 
reading the statements in Section A: 
Chris is a…  Male      Female 
Pat is a …     Male      Female 
 
Q5. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s positions in the organization to 
be when you were reading the statements in Section A: 
 Chris holds a higher position than Pat in the organization. 
 Pat holds a higher position than Chris in the organization. 
 Chris and Pat both hold an equal position in the organization. 
 
Q6. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s cultural origin to be when you 
were reading the statements in Section A: 
 Chris belongs to my culture, but Pat belongs to another culture. 
 Pat belongs to my culture, but Chris belongs to another culture. 
 Chris and Pat both belong to my culture. 





Section C: Demographics 
 
Below are some questions about yourself. This information will help us to describe 
the general profile of the participants in this study. 
 
1. Gender:  Male      Female 
 
2. Year of birth: _______ 
 
3. Country of origin / Nationality: ________________ 
 
4. Ethnicity:  Chinese      Malay      Indian      Eurasian      Caucasian  
            Others (please specify): ______________________ 
 
5. Occupation: _________________________ 
 
6. Industry: ____________________________ 
 
7. In which department are you currently working? _______________________ 
 
8. Approximately how many employees are there in your department? _____ 
employees 
 




Appendix 25: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 1) (6/6) 
10. In total, how long have you been working? _____ years _____ months 
 




You have reached the end of the survey. 
 
If you wish to participate in the lucky draw and/or receive the summary report, click 
on NEXT and you will be re-directed to a separate form to indicate your preferences 
and to enter your personal particulars. Rest assured that your personal particulars will 
not be linked to your survey responses. 
 
If you do not wish to participate in the lucky draw or receive the summary report, 
simply close this browser window to end the survey. 
 




Appendix 26: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 2) (1/6) 
Page 1 
Sweet and Sour Relationships At Work (Study 4) 
 
This survey is part of a larger project on understanding relationships that occur at 
work and what makes or breaks them.  
 
Please read the instructions for each section carefully and answer the questions that 
follow to the best of your ability. Rest assured that this survey is anonymous and your 
responses will be kept confidential. Responses will be combined and used only for 
research purposes. More information about this study can be found in the Participant 
Information Sheet attached.  
 
At the end of the survey, you will be re-directed to another form, in which you can 
provide contact details should you wish to participate in the lucky draw or receive the 
aggregate report from this study. 
 




Before we begin this study, please take some time to read the following and indicate 




I hereby acknowledge that: 
1. I have agreed to take part in this research. 
2. I have received a copy of the Participant Information Sheet that explains the 
use of my data in this research. I understand its contents and agree to donate 
my data for the use of this research. 
3. I can withdraw from the research at any point of time prior to the end of my 
participation in the study by informing the Principal Investigator and all my 
data will be discarded. 
4. I will not have any financial benefits that result from the commercial 
development of this research. 
 





Appendix 26: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 2) (2/6) 
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Section A: Statements 
 
In this section, a series of statements will be presented to you for 4 seconds each. 
Each statement describes some aspect of the relationship between two fictional people 
who are colleagues, Chris and Pat. I would like you to simply read each statement as 
it appears. 
 
Later, I will ask you some questions about Chris and Pat's relationship. 
 
Click NEXT when you are ready to start. 
 
 
Pages 4-23 (one statement will appear on each page; participants will be given 4 
seconds to read before the page changes to the next) 
Chris thinks that Pat has integrity. 
Chris thinks that Pat is understanding. 
Chris thinks that Pat is constructive. 
Chris thinks that Pat is sincere. 
Chris thinks that Pat walks the talk. 
Chris thinks that Pat is committed. 
Chris thinks that Pat listens. 
Chris thinks that Pat is approachable. 
Chris thinks that Pat is honest. 
There is good communication between Chris and Pat. 
Chris thinks that Pat has a sense of humor. 
Chris thinks that Pat is forthright. 
Chris thinks that Pat is receptive. 
Chris thinks that Pat is sensible. 
Chris thinks that Pat is amicable. 
Chris thinks that Pat is not calculative. 
Chris thinks that Pat is not political. 
Chris thinks that Pat is cheerful. 
Chris thinks that Pat is a role model. 




Section B: Questions 
This section comprises six (6) questions. Please answer them as best as you can. 
 
 
Page 25 (the page will change to the next after 1 minute) 
Q1. Please list the MRT stations in Singapore in alphabetical order. You have 1 





Appendix 26: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 2) (3/6) 
Page 26 (the page will change to the next after 3 minutes) 
Q2. Please recall as many statements about Chris and Pat’s relationship as you can 
and write them down in the space below. Be as accurate as you can, but do not leave 
out any statements just because you cannot remember the exact wording. You have 3 
minutes to complete this question. 
 
Page 27 (the items in this question will be presented in a random order) 
Q3. This page presents 40 statements about Chris and Pat’s relationship. Please select 
‘Yes’ if you think that the statement has been presented earlier in Section A and ‘No’ 
if you think that it has not been presented earlier. There is no time limit for this 
question. 
 
1. Chris thinks that Pat helps one to grow and develop at work. Yes No 
2. Chris thinks that Pat shows appreciation. Yes No 
3. Chris thinks that Pat is cooperative. Yes No 
4. Chris thinks that Pat is inspiring. Yes No 
5. Chris thinks that Pat is reliable. Yes No 
6. Chris thinks that Pat has a high EQ. Yes No 
7. Chris thinks that Pat is reasonable. Yes No 
8. Chris and Pat work well together. Yes No 
9. Chris thinks that Pat is motivated. Yes No 
10. Chris thinks that Pat is caring. Yes No 
11. Chris thinks that Pat is productive. Yes No 
12. Chris thinks that Pat is engaging. Yes No 
13. Chris and Pat do non-work activities together. Yes No 
14. Chris thinks that Pat is non-judgmental. Yes No 
15. Chris thinks that Pat is far-sighted. Yes No 
16. Chris thinks that Pat is objective. Yes No 




Appendix 26: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 2) (4/6) 
18. Chris thinks that Pat is tolerant. Yes No 
19. Chris and Pat have something in common. Yes No 
20. Chris thinks that Pat is not petty. Yes No 
21. Chris thinks that Pat has integrity. Yes No 
22. Chris thinks that Pat is understanding. Yes No 
23. Chris thinks that Pat is constructive. Yes No 
24. Chris thinks that Pat is sincere. Yes No 
25. Chris thinks that Pat walks the talk. Yes No 
26. Chris thinks that Pat is committed. Yes No 
27. Chris thinks that Pat listens. Yes No 
28. Chris thinks that Pat is approachable. Yes No 
29. Chris thinks that Pat is honest. Yes No 
30. There is good communication between Chris and Pat. Yes No 
31. Chris thinks that Pat has a sense of humor. Yes No 
32. Chris thinks that Pat is forthright. Yes No 
33. Chris thinks that Pat is receptive. Yes No 
34. Chris thinks that Pat is sensible. Yes No 
35. Chris thinks that Pat is amicable. Yes No 
36. Chris thinks that Pat is not calculative. Yes No 
37. Chris thinks that Pat is not political. Yes No 
38. Chris thinks that Pat is cheerful. Yes No 
39. Chris thinks that Pat is a role model. Yes No 
40. Chris thinks that Pat is accommodating. Yes No 
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Q4. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s gender to be when you were 
reading the statements in Section A: 
Chris is a…  Male      Female 
Pat is a …     Male      Female 
 
Q5. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s positions in the organization to 
be when you were reading the statements in Section A: 
 Chris holds a higher position than Pat in the organization. 
 Pat holds a higher position than Chris in the organization. 
 Chris and Pat both hold an equal position in the organization. 
 
Q6. Please indicate what you imagined Chris and Pat’s cultural origin to be when you 
were reading the statements in Section A: 
 Chris belongs to my culture, but Pat belongs to another culture. 
 Pat belongs to my culture, but Chris belongs to another culture. 
 Chris and Pat both belong to my culture. 





Section C: Demographics 
 
Below are some questions about yourself. This information will help us to describe 
the general profile of the participants in this study. 
 
1. Gender:  Male      Female 
 
2. Year of birth: _______ 
 
3. Country of origin / Nationality: ________________ 
 
4. Ethnicity:  Chinese      Malay      Indian      Eurasian      Caucasian  
            Others (please specify): ______________________ 
 
5. Occupation: _________________________ 
 
6. Industry: ____________________________ 
 
7. In which department are you currently working? _______________________ 
 
8. Approximately how many employees are there in your department? _____ 
employees 
 




Appendix 26: Study 4 Experimental Questions (Positives Version 2) (6/6) 
10. In total, how long have you been working? _____ years _____ months 
 




You have reached the end of the survey. 
 
If you wish to participate in the lucky draw and/or receive the summary report, click 
on NEXT and you will be re-directed to a separate form to indicate your preferences 
and to enter your personal particulars. Rest assured that your personal particulars will 
not be linked to your survey responses. 
 
If you do not wish to participate in the lucky draw or receive the summary report, 
simply close this browser window to end the survey. 
 
Thanks for participating! 
 
 
